UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ég
REGION 5

IN THE MATTER OF:
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Southeast Rockford Groundwater Site

Hamilton Sundstrand Corp.

RESPONDENT.

U.S. EPA Docket No.

V-W- T3-C-729

Proceeding Under Sections 104, 122(a),
and 122 (d) (3) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act as amended

(42 U.S.C. Sections 9604, 9622(a),
9622 (d) (3)) .

~ PN . —— —_— — e

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT
FOR REMEDIAL DESIGN

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”)
and Respondent have agreed to the making and entry of this
Administrative Order on Consent (“Consent Order”).

I. JURISDICTION

A. This Consent Order is issued pursuant to the
authority vested in the President of the United States by
Sections 104, 122(a) and 122(d) (3) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
as amended, 42 USC §§ 9604, 9622(a), 9622 (d) (3). This authority
was delegated to the Administrator of EPA on January 23, 1987, by
Executive Order 12580, 52 Fed. Reg. 2926 (1987), and further
delegated to Regional Administrators as of January 16, 2002, by
U.S. EPA Delegation Nos. 14-1 and 14-2, and to the Director,
Superfund Division, Region 5, by Regional Delegation Nos. 14-1
and 14-2.

B. Respondent agrees to undertake all actions required
by the terms and conditions of this Consent Order.

C. Solely for the purposes of this Consent Order, the



2

Respondent consents to and agrees not to contest EPA’s
jurisdiction to issue or enforce the terms of this Consent Order.
Provided however, Respondent does not admit, accept, concede,
acknowledge, and specifically denies the determinations,
allegations, findings of fact, and conclusions of law made by EPA
in this Consent Order and specifically reserves the right to
contest any such determinations, allegations, findings, and
conclusions in any proceeding regarding the Site in other than
actions brought by EPA to enforce this order. Furthermore, the
Respondent specifically denies any fault or liability under
CERCLA or any other statutory or common law, and does not, by
signing this Consent Order, waive any rights it may have to
assert claims under CERCLA against any person, as defined in
Section 101(21) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(21), except as
precluded by Section XXII, Paragraph A of this Consent Order and
Sections IX and X of the Amended Consent Decree (Civil Action No.
98C50026) entered by the United States District Court in January
1999, for the case of United States and the State of Illinois v.
City of Rockford, Illinois.

II. NOTICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

EPA notified Hamilton Sundstrand Corporation, whom it
considers to be a potentially responsible party (PRP) for site
Area 9/10 as of the effective date of this Consent Order.
Hamilton Sundstrand Corporation is the owner of some but not all
of the property within Area 9/10 and was the only party formally
notified.

III. PARTIES BOUND

A. This Consent Order shall apply to and be binding
upon EPA and shall be binding upon the Respondent, its agents,
successors, assigns, officers, directors and principals. The
Respondent is jointly and severally responsible for carrying out
all actions required of it by this Consent Order. The
signatories to this Consent Order certify that they are
authorized to execute and legally bind the parties they
represent to this Consent Order. No change in the ownership or
corporate status of the Respondent or of the facility or site
shall alter Respondent's responsibilities under this Consent
Order.

B. The Respondent shall provide a copy of this Consent
Order to any subsequent owners or successors before ownership
rights or stock or assets in a corporate acquisition are



3

transferred. Respondent shall provide a copy of this Consent
Order to all contractors, subcontractors, laboratories, and
consultants which are retained to conduct any work performed
under this Consent Order, within 14 days after the effective
date of this Consent Order or the date of retaining their
services, whichever is later. Respondent shall condition any
such contracts upon satisfactory compliance with this Consent
Order. Notwithstanding the terms of any contract, Respondent is
responsible for compliance with this Consent Order and for
ensuring that its subsidiaries, employees, contractors,
consultants, subcontractors, agents and attorneys comply with
"this Consent Order.

IV. DEFINITIONS

Unless otherwise specified, terms used in this Consent
Order, which are defined in CERCLA or in regulations promulgated
under CERCLA, shall have the meaning assigned to them in CERCLA
or in such regulations. Whenever terms listed below are used in
this Consent Order or in appendices attached hereto, the
following definitions shall apply:

“CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended,
42 USC §§ 9601 et seq.

“Consent Order” shall mean this Order and all appendices
attached hereto. 1In the event of conflict between this Order
and any appendix, this Order shall control.

“Day” shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated
to be a working day. “Working day” shall mean a day other than
a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday. In computing any period
of time under this Consent Order, where the last day would fall
on a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday, the period shall run
until the close of the next working day.

“EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental
Protection Agency and any successor departments or Agencies of
the United States.

“IL EPA” or “IEPA” shall mean the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency and any successor department, its employees
and authorized representatives.

“National Contingency Plan” or “NCP” shall mean the
National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
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promulgated pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 USC § 9605,
codified at 40 CFR Part 300, including, but not limited to, any
amendments thereto.

“Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this Consent Order
identified by an arabic numeral or an upper case letter.

“Record of Decision” or “ROD” shall mean the IL EPA/EPA
Record of Decision relating to the Remedial Action planned for
the Site, including site Area 9/10, signed on June 11, 2002, by
the Superfund Division Director, EPA Region 5, and all
attachments thereto, to be attached as Appendix A.

“Remedial Design” shall mean those activities, including
pre-design studies, to be undertaken by Respondent to develop
the final plans and specifications for Femedial Action pursuant
to the Record of Decision, the Statement of Work, Pre-Design
Work Plan and the Remedial Design Work Flan, the document
submitted by Respondent pursuant to Section VIIT of this Consent
Order (Work to be Performed).

“Remedial Project Manager” or “RPM” shall mean the
individual responsible for overseeing the implementation of the
Remedial Design on behalf of the EPA and who shall be vested
with all the powers permitted by the NCP.

“Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Order
identified by a roman numeral.

“"Site” shall mean the Area 9/10 portion of the Southeast
Rockford Groundwater Superfund site, as -dentified in the June
11, 2002 ROD, an industrial area in Roc“ford, Winnebago County,
Illinois, that is bounded by Eleventh Street on the east,
Twenty-third Avenue on the north, Harrison Avenue on the south,
and Sixth Street on the west, and is depicted on the map
attached as Appendix B.

“State” shall mean the State of Illinois.

“Statement of Work” or “SOW” shall mean the statement of
work for implementation of Remedial Design as set forth in
Appendix C to this Consent Order and any modifications made in
accordance with this Consent Order.

“United States” shall mean the United States of America.

“"Work” shall mean all activities Respondent is required
to perform under this Consent Order, except those required by
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Section XXVI (Record Preservation).

V. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

A. The mutual objectives of EPA and Respondent in
entering into this Consent Order, are: (1) to protect human
health, welfare and the environment at site Area 9/10 by
performance of the Remedial Design for Remedial Action; and (2)
to recover response and oversight costs incurred by EPA with
respect to the previous and present work conducted at site Area
9/10.

B. The activities conducted pursuant to this Consent
Order are subject to approval by EPA. Respondent shall employ
sound scientific, engineering, and construction practices and
all activities undertaken shall be consistent with CERCLA, the
NCP, and other applicable laws.

C. EPA and Respondent each recognize that Respondent 1is
undertaking RD work for all of Area 9/10 and is settling all RD
response and oversight costs for Area 9/10 through this Consent
Order.

VI. FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on available information, including the
Administrative Record in this matter, EPA hereby finds, and, for
purposes of enforceability of this Consent Order only, the
Respondent stipulates that the factual statutory prerequisites
under CERCLA necessary for issuance of this Consent Order have
been met. EPA's findings and this stipulation include the
following:

A. The overall Southeast Rockford Groundwater Site is
located in Rockford, Winnebago County, Illinois and consists of
an approximately 3 square mile area. Site Area 9/10 is located
in an area bounded by Eleventh Street on the east, Twenty-third
Avenue on the north, Harrison Avenue on the south, and Sixth
Street on the west. Respondent’s Rockford, Illinois facility is
located in the approximate center of Site Area 9/10. Site Area
9/10 is generally depicted in a map attached as Appendix B.

B. Site Area 9/10 has a long history of industrial
activity extending back to approximately 1926. At that time,
the Rockford Milling Machine and Rockford Tool Companies merged
to become the Sundstrand Machine Tool Company which is located
at the northwest corner of 11* Street and Harrison Avenue in
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Rockford, Illinois, in area 9/10.

C. According to previous investigations, an outdoor
drum storage area associated with the former Sundstrand Plant #2
was located at the southwest corner of the Sundstrand parking
lot (9" Street and 23*® Avenue - in area 9/10). Between 1962
and 1985, various 55-gallon drums of VOC-bearing materials
including tetrachloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA),
toluene, acetone and methylene chloride were stored in this
area.

D. Between approximately 1962 and 1987, Sundstrand also
reportedly maintained approximately 14 underground storage tanks
(USTs) at its Sundstrand Plant #1 dock area in area 9/10. The
USTs were constructed of steel and were used for containing
solvents, including perchloroethylene (PCE), TCA, and cleaning
solvents.

E. IL EPA records indicate that the geology at site
Area 9/10 is unconsolidated sand and gravel between depths of
approximately 101 feet below ground surface (bgs) and 235 feet
bgs. The water table in site Area 9/10 is encountered at
approximately 30-35 feet bgs. The groundwater under site Area
9/10 flows in a southwestern direction.

F. Contaminants of concern that have been found in
sampling wells adjacent to or down gradient of site Area 9/10
include: 1,2-dichloroethylene, 1,1-dichloroethane, and vinyl
chloride.

G. IL EPA findings have noted surface soil measurements
of semi-volatile contaminants of concern and the pesticide
dieldrin in amounts in excess of guidelines for humans living at
site Area 9/10. Soil gas samplings showed distinctly high soil
gas pockets of volatilized contaminants of concern in six (6)
separate locations at site Area 9/10: 1) west and northwest of
the UT/Sundstrand plant (the southeast corner of 23" Avenue and
9t Street); 2) immediately south of the UT/Sundstrand plant and
in the Rockford Products Co. parking lot; 3) immediately north
of the Rockford Products building on 9*" Street; 4) at the west
end of the Nylint building; 5) at the Mid-States Industrial
(inactive operation) facility; and 6) at the intersection of 9th
Street and Harrison Avenue.

H. The properties to the immediate north of site Area
9/10, across Twenty-third Avenue, are zoned residential. The
properties south of site Area 9/10, across Harrison Avenue, are
zoned for both commercial and residential purposes. Site Area
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9/10 is zoned as light industrial. Future use plans by the City
of Rockford, Illinois appear to follow the same zoning patterns
as noted above. The City of Rockford, Illinois, and Winnebago
county draw 100% of their water supply from groundwater through
private, industrial and municipal supply wells.

I. The overall Southeast Rockford G.oaundwater Superfund
Site was proposed for addition to the National Priorities List
(NPL), 40 CFR Part 300, Appendix B, in June 1988, and was listed
on March 31, 1989, 54 Fed. Reg. 13,296.

J. The State of Illinois discovered the groundwater
problem at the overall Site between 1981 and 1988. In 1989, EPA
initiated a Superfund time-critical removal action to place
residents whose water wells had VOC levels equal to or greater
than 25% of removal action levels under CERCLA, on bottled water
as a temporary measure. In December 1989, the same residents
received point-of-use carbon filters from EPA. Ultimately, EPA
extended water mains and provided service connections for 283
residences as part of the removal action. This action was
completed in 1991.

K. Prior to 1991, IL EPA also began work on the
Operable Unit One Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS). EPA and IL EPA developed a proposed plan for Operable

Unit One at the overall Site in March 1991. Thereafter, a ROD
for Operable Unit One was signed on June 14, 1991. The Operable
Unit One ROD required more affected area residences to be hooked
into the City of Rockford municipal water system, and for a
granular activated carbon water treatment unit to be installed
at a Rockford municipal well. Including the previous residences
covered by the EPA time-critical removal, by November 1991, 547
residences and homes were hooked up to Rockford municipal water.
In December 1992, EPA issued a Remedial Action Report certifying
that the selected remedy for Operable Unit One was operational
and functional. '

L. Beginning in May 1991, IL EPA conducted the RI/FS
required for Operable Unit Two. The objective of Operable Unit
Two was to characterize the nature and =xtent of groundwater
contamination throughout the Site, and to develop information on
the ‘source areas’ that were responsible for the overall Site.
The entire RI/FS was completed by 1994, and IL EPA issued a
Proposed Plan for Operable Unit Two in July 1995. The ROD for
addressing Operable Unit Two was signed on September 29, 1995.
The Operable Unit Two ROD required further water hookups for
homes and businesses projected to be in the overall Site area
affected by contaminated water; groundwater monitoring for 205
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years; and, future source control measures to be developed for
the four primary source of contamination areas of the overall
Site, including site Area 9/10.

M. In May 1996, IL EPA began performance of the
Operable Unit Three RI/FS. The RI/FS involved soil gas
sampling, soil borings, well installation and groundwater
sampling at site Area 9/10. The results of the Operable Unit
Three RI/FS were used to characterize the 4 source areas,
including site Area 9/10. These findings and determinations are
described in the June 11, 2001 Proposed Plan for the ROD in the
‘Description of Source Areas.’ IL EPA and EPA hosted a number
of public informational meetings during Summer 2001, in order to
explain and take comments on the Proposed Plan. During Fall and
Winter 2001, IL EPA and EPA prepared Responses to Comments and
modified portions of the Proposed Plan in anticipation of
issuing a ROD in Spring 2002. The Operable Unit Three ROD was
issued on June 11, 2002.

N. In the May 2002 Responsiveness Summary, IL EPA noted
that it had modified the leachate remediation goals for each
source area to consider background concentrations coming into
each of the areas. "Background” concentrations for a source
area are concentrations of contaminants that are determined,
using procedures defined in the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), to originate upgradient from a specific
source. This means that if upgradient groundwater {(groundwater
coming onto one’s property) were determined to be contaminated,
allowances would be made in accordance with RCRA to subtract
these concentrations from those found in downgradient
groundwater when setting remediation goals for a source area.
The origin of the contaminants coming into a source area does
not have to be determined in order to establish background.

0. EPA and IL EPA enforcement efforts at the overall
Site have involved the negotiation and execution of two federal
court Consent Decrees (CDs). The first CD was between the

federal government and the State of Illinois, and the City of
Rockford. This CD required the City of Rockford to maintain,
install and expand its water main service and hook ups to homes
and businesses within the overall Site area, and to commence
long-term well network sampling and analytical activities. The
second (amended) CD was between the federal government and the
State of Illinois, and the City of Rockford and approximately
150 covenant beneficiaries. The January 1999 amended CD
required the City of Rockford and the covenant beneficiaries to
pay approximately $9.2 million dollars towards the past costs of
the federal and state agencies, and approximately $5.1 million
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dollars in a cash out Special Account for future costs at site
Area 7. In the January 1999 amended CD, the federal and state
governments reserved their rights to take action and recover
response costs incurred for source containment at Areas of the
overall Site that are sources of contamination of groundwater at
the overall Site, excluding site Area 7. In a second amendment
to the CD, eleven (11) more covenant beneficiaries settled with
the federal and state governments for an additional amount of
approximately $142,000. The second amended CD was entered by
the court in September 2001.

VII. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

EPA has determined that:

A. Respondent shall promptly and properly take
appropriate response action at the Site by conducting a Remedial
Design (RD) and is qualified to perform the RD; and

B. The actions required by this Consent Order are in
the public interest and consistent with CERCLA and the NCP.

VIII. WORK TO BE PERFORMED

A. All work performed by Respondent pursuant to this
Consent Order shall be under the direction and supervision of
qualified personnel. Within 10 days of the effective date of
this Consent Order, and before the work outlined below begins,
the Respondents shall notify EPA in writing of the names,
titles, and qualifications of the personnel, including the
proposed project officer, principal contractors, subcontractors,
consultants and laboratories to be used in carrying out such
work. With respect to any proposed contractor, the Respondent
shall demonstrate that the proposed contractor has a quality
system which complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, “Specifications
and Guidelines for Quality Systems for Environmental Data
Collection and Environmental Technology Programs,” (American
National Standard, January 5, 1995), by submitting a copy of the
proposed contractor’s Quality Management Plan (QMP). The QMP
should be prepared in accordance with “EPA Requirements for
Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2),” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March
2001) or equivalent documentation as determined by EPA. The
qualifications of the persons undertaking the work for
Respondent shall be subject to EPA's review, for verification
that such persons meet minimum technical background and
experience requirements. This Consent Order is contingent on
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Respondent's demonstration to EPA's satisfaction that
Respondent’s personnel are qualified to perform properly and
promptly the actions set forth in this Consent Order. If EPA
disapproves in writing of any person's technical qualifications,
Respondent shall notify EPA of the identity and qualifications
of the replacement within 10 days of the written notice. If EPA
subsequently disapproves of the replacement, EPA reserves the
right to terminate this Consent Order and to conduct a complete
Remedial Design, and to seek reimbursement for costs and
penalties from Respondent. During the course of the Remedial
Design, Respondent shall notify EPA in writing of any changes or
additions in the personnel used to carry out such work,
providing their names, titles, and qualifications. EPA shall
have the same right to approve changes and additions to
personrel as it has hereunder regarding the initial
notification. Replacement of any of Respondent’s personnel
shall not delay performance of the work under this Consent
Order.

B. Respondent shall conduct activities and submit
deliverables as provided by the attached SOW for performance of
the RD, which is incorporated by reference, for the development
of the RD. All such work shall be conducted in accordance with
CERCLA, the NCP, and EPA guidance referenced in the SOW, as may
be amended or modified by EPA. The general activities that
Respondent is required to perform are identified below, followed
by a list of deliverables. The tasks that Respondent must
perform are described more fully in the SOW and guidance. The
activities and deliverables identified below shall be developed
as provisions in the work plan and sampling and analysis plan,
and shall be submitted to EPA as provided. All work performed
under this Consent Order shall be in accordance with the
schedules herein, and in full accordance with the standards,
specifications, and other requirements of the work plan and
sampling and analysis plan, as initially approved or modified by
EPA, and as may be amended or modified by EPA from time to time.
For the purpose of this Consent Order, day means calendar day
unless otherwise noted in the Consent Order.

1. RD Work Plan.

Within 30 days of the effective date of this Consent Order,
Respondent shall submit to EPA a complete RD Work Plan (WP). 1If
EPA disapproves of or requires revisions to the RD WP, in whole
or in part, Respondent shall amend and submit to EPA a revised
RD WP which incorporates all EPA comments, within 15 days of
receiving EPA's comments.

a. Site Health and Safety Plan Within the time specified
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in the RD WP, Respondent shall develop and—sSubmit to EPA a Site
Health and Safety Plan (HASP). A revised Site HASP (if
necessary) shall be provided by Respondent within 15 days of
receipt of EPA comments. The Site HASP shall meet all EPA
requirements, as described in the SOW and guidances.

b. Sampling and Analysis Plan. Within the time
specified in the RD WP, Respondent shall develop and submit to
EPA a Sampling and Analysis Plan. This plan shall consist of a
field sampling plan (FSP) and a quality assurance project plan
(QAPP), as described in the SOW and guidances.

c. Data Evaluation Summary Report. Within the time
specified in the RD WP, Respondent shall develop and submit a
Data Evalvation Summary Report, as described in the SOW and
guidances.

d. Pilot Study Discussion. Within the time specified in
the RD WP, Respondent shall arrange for a Pilot Study
Discussion, as described in the SOW and guidances.

e. Pilot Test Results Discussion. Within the time
specified in the RD WP, Respondent shall arrange for a Pilot
Test Results Discussion, as described in the SOW and guidances.

f. Preliminary Design. Within the time specified in the
RD WP, Respondent shall develop and submit a Preliminary
Remedial Design, as described in the SOW and guidances.

g. Response to Design Review Comments. Within 21 days
of the Design Review Meeting, Respondent shall develop and
submit a Response to Design Review Comments, as described in the
SOW and guidances.

h. List of Long-Lead Procurement Items and Prefinal
Design Specifications. Within 21 days of the approval of the
Preliminary Design, Respondent shall develop and submit the list
of long-lead procurement items, and within 60 days of approval
of the Preliminary Design, Respondent shall develop and submit
the Prefinal Design Specifications, as described in the SOW and
guidances.

i. Prefinal Design Drawings. Within 60 days of the
approval of the Preliminary Design, Respondent shall develop and
submit the Prefinal Design Drawings, specifications, and design
basis, as described in the SOW and guidances.

j. Final (100 Percent) Design. Within 30 days of
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receipt of the Prefinal Design comments, Respondent shall
develop and submit the Final (100 Percent) Design, as described
in the SOW and guidances.

Following approval or modification by EPA, the RD WP is
incorporated by reference herein.

2. Community Relations Support. Respondent shall
provide any necessary associated community relations support for
EPA and IL EPA as described in the SOW.

C. Respondent acknowledges and agrees that nothing in
this Consent Order, the SOW, or the Remedial Design constitutes
a warranty or representation of any kind by the EPA that
compliance with the work requirements set forth in the SOW will
achieve the Performance Standards. Respondent’s compliance with
the work requirements shall not foreclose EPA from seeking
compliance with all terms and conditions of this Consent Order.

IX. ADDITIONAL WORK

A. In the event EPA or the Respondent determine that
additional work, not otherwise included in the SOW, including
remedial investigatory work and engineering evaluation, is
necessary to accomplish the objectives of this Consent Order,
notification of additional work shall be provided to all
parties.

B. Additional work determined to be necessary by
Respondent shall be subject to the written approval of EPA.

cC. Additional work determined to be necessary by
Respondent and approved by EPA, or determined to be necessary by
EPA and requested of Respondent, shall be completed by
Respondent in accordance with the standards and specifications
determined or approved by EPA. Respondent shall propose a
schedule for additional work for EPA approval. EPA may modify
or determine the schedule for additional work. Additional work
shall be performed in a manner consistent with the purposes and
objectives of this Consent Order, and conform with the
requirements of Section VIII (Work to be Performed).

X. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS

A. Respondent shall perform all work under this Consent
Order in compliance with applicable federal, state and local
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laws, ordinances, or regulations. 1In the event a conflict
arises between these laws, ordinances, or regulations ,
Respondent shall comply with the more stringent law, ordinance,
or regulation, unless otherwise approved by EPA.

B. Respondent shall be responsible for obtaining state
and lczal permits necessary for the performance of any off-site
work, and for complying with the substantive provisions of state
and local permit regulations for any on-site work. The
standards and provisions of Section XIX (Force Majeure) shall
govern delays in obtaining such permits.

XI. NOTIFICATION OF OUT-OF~STATE SHIPMENTS

A. In the event of out of state shipments of hazardous
substances, Respondent shall provide written notification to
EPA, IL EPA and the appropriate environmental official of the
state receiving hazardous substances prior to shipment of
hazardous substances in quantities greater than ten (10) cubic
yards from site Area 9/10 to an out-of-state location. The
notification shall include:

1. the name and location of the facility receiving
the hazardous substances;

2. the type and quantity of the hazardous substances,
including the Department of Transportation shipping code, if
any;

3. the schedule for shipment of the nazardous
substances:;

4. the method of transportation; and

5. Any special procedures necessary to respond to an
accidental release of the substances during transportation.

Respondent shall promptly notify EPA, IL EPA and the
appropriate environmental official for the receiving state of
any changes to the shipment plan.

XII. QUALITY ASSURANCE

A. Respondent shall consult with the RPM in planning all
sampling and analysis detailed in the RD WP. Respondent shall
assure that work performed, samples taken and analyses conducted
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conform to the requirements of the SOW, the QAPP and guidance
identified therein. Respondent shall assure that field
personnel used by Respondent are properly trained in the use of
field equipment and in chain of custody procedures. Respondent
shall only use laboratories which have a documented quality
system that complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, “Specifications and
Guidelines for Quality Systems for Environmental Data
Collection and Environmental Technology Programs,” (American
National Standard, January 5, 1995) and “EPA Requirements for
Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2)” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March
2001) or equivalent documentation as determined by EPA. EPA may
consider laboratories accredited under the National
Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program {(NELAP) to meet
the quality system requirements.

B. Respondent shall prepare preliminary and final QAPPs
for submittal to EPA according to the schedule in the SOW.
Respondent shall participate in a pre-QAPP meeting with EPA
prior to submission of the preliminary QAPP to discuss its
contents.

C. The QAPPs shall be subject to review, modification,
and approval by EPA in accordance with Section XIV (Plans and

Reports) .

XIII. ACCESS

A. To the extent site Area 9/10 or other areas where work
is to be performed is presently owned by parties other than
Respondent, Respondent shall obtain, or use its best efforts to
obtain, access agreements from the present owners within sixty
(60) days of approval of the RD WP. Access agreements shall
provide access for EPA, IL EPA, and all authorized
representatives of EPA and IL EPA.

B. With necessary escort and at all reasonable times,
EPA, IL EPA and their authorized representatives shall have the
authority to enter and freely move about all property at site
Area 9/10 and off-site areas where work, if any, is being
performed, for the purposes of inspecting conditions,
activities, the results of activities, records, operating logs,
and contracts related to site Area 9/10 or Respondent and its
contractor pursuant to this order; reviewing the progress of the
Respondent in carrying out the terms of this Consent Order;
conducting tests as EPA, IL EPA or its authorized
representatives deem necessary; using a camera, sound recording
device or other documentary type equipment; and verifying the
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data submitted to EPA by Respondent. Respondent shall allow
these persons to inspect and copy all records, files,
photographs, documents, sampling and monitoring data, and other
writings related to work undertaken in carrying out this Consent
Order, subject to Section XXV (Access to Information). Nothing
herein shall be interpreted as limiting or affecting EPA's or IL
EPA’s right of entry or inspection authority under federal law
or state law. All parties with access to site Area 9/10 under
this paragraph shall comply with all approved health and safety
plans.

XIV. PLANS AND REPORTS

A. Respondent shall submit all documents required by the
RD SOW, RD WP, and this Consent Order :-o EPA according to the
schedule contained in the SOW, Pre-Des.gn WP and RD WP, and
shall submit both a computer disk copy and a hard copy of such
documents. EPA shall review all documents specified as
requiring approval in the RD SOW, Pre-Design WP, RD WP, or this
Consent Order.

B. The preliminary (30%) RD submittal shall not be
subject to approval as an individual document but shall have
comments regarding its incorporation into the RD submittal. The
95% RD submittal shall be subject to the approval/disapproval
procedure set forth in this Consent Order.

C. After review of any report which is required to be
submitted for approval pursuant to this Consent Order, EPA shall
(1) approve, in whole or in part, the submission; (2) approve
the submission upon specified conditicns; (3) modify the
submission to cure the deficiencies; (4) disapprove, in whole or
in part, the submission, directing the Respondent to modify the
submission; or (5) any combination of the above.

D. In the event of approval upon conditions, or
modification by EPA, pursuant to Paragraph C(2) or (3),
Respondent shall within thirty (30) days incorporate the changes
or comments, and begin any action required by the comments, as
approved or modified by EPA subject only to its right to invoke
Dispute Resolution procedures with respect to the modifications
or conditions made by EPA. 1In the event that EPA modifies the
submission to cure the deficiencies pursuant to Paragraph C(3),
EPA shall notify the Respondent in a cover letter of those
modifications that were made to the submittal, and this letter
shall be made part of the administrative record for site Area
9/10. Further, in the event that EPA modifies the submission to
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cure deficiencies pursuant to Paragraph C(3), EPA retains its
right to seek stipulated penalties.

E. Upon receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to
Paragraph C(4), Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days or
such other time as specified by EPA in such notice, correct the
deficiencies and resubmit the report for approval, subject only
to its right to invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures with
respect to the disapproval made by EPA. Any stipulated
penalties applicable to the submission shall accrue during the
30-day period or otherwise specified period but shall not be
payable unless the resubmission is disapproved or modified.

F. In the event that a resubmitted plan, report or other
item, or portion thereof, is disapproved by EPA, EPA may again
require the Respondent to correct the deficiencies, in
accordance with the preceding Paragraphs. EPA also retains the
right to amend or develop the report. Respondent shall
implement any such report as amended or developed by EPA,
subject only to its right to invoke the Dispute Resolution
procedures.

G. If upon resubmission, a report is disapproved or
modified by EPA, Respondent shall be deemed to have failed to
submit such report timely and adequately unless the Respondent
invokes the Dispute Resolution procedures and EPA’s action is
overturned pursuant to that Section. The provisions of the
Dispute Resolution provision and the Stipulated Penalties
provision shall govern the implementation of the activities
specified in the WP and accrual and payment of any Stipulated
Penalties during Dispute Resolution. If EPA’s disapproval or
modification is upheld, Stipulated Penalties shall accrue for
such violation starting from the date on which the resubmission

was required.

H. Neither failure of EPA to expressly approve or
disapprove of Respondent’s document within the specified time
period nor the absence of comments shall be construed as
approval of the document. In the event of subsequent
disapproval of a revised document, EPA retains the right to
terminate this Consent Order and perform additional studies or
conduct a complete or partial Remedial Design.

I. For any document required to be submitted by the
Respondent to the EPA, within forty-five (45) days of receipt of
the document, EPA shall provide written notification to
Respondent of its approval, approval upon specified conditions,
approval with modification to cure deficiencies or disapproval



17

of the RD Work Plan, or any part thereof. If EPA requires a
longer review period, EPA shall notify Respondent within thirty
(30) days of receipt of the submitted document.

J. Respondent and EPA shall hold monthly progress report
meetings/telephone conferences unless such a meeting is deemed
unnecessary by EPA.

K. Respondent shall provide written monthly progress
reports to EPA. These monthly progress reports shall include
the following information:

(1) A description of the actions which have been taken
to comply with this Consent Order during the past month and work
planned for the coming month;

(2) All results of validated sampling and tests,
including raw data, and all other data received by the
Respondent during the month;

(3) Target and actual completion dates of each element
of the RD, including project completion, with schedules relating
such work to the overall project schedule for RD completion, and
an explanation of any schedule deviation or anticipated
deviation from the RD Work Plan schedule, and proposed method of
mitigating such deviation;

(4) A description of all problems encountered and any
anticipated problems during the reporting period, any actual or
anticipated delays, and solutions developed and implemented to
address any actual or anticipated problems or delays; and,

(5) Changes in key personnel.

L. Respondent shall submit the monthly progress reports
to EPA by the fifth day of every month following the effective
date of this Consent Order.

XV. PROJECT COORDINATORS

A. On or before the effective date of this Consent Order,
EPA and Respondent shall each designate their own Project
Coordinator. Each Project Coordinator shall be responsible for
overseeing the implementation of this Consent Order. Respondent
shall also identify and designate an alternate Project
Coordinator. To the maximum extent possible, communications
between the Respondent and EPA shall be directed to the Project
Coordinators by mail, with copies to such other persons as EPA,
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the state, and Respondent may respectively designate.
Communications include, but are not limited to, all documents,
reports, approvals, and other correspondence submitted under

this Consent Order.

B. EPA and the Respondent shall each have the right to
changy: their respective Project Coordinator. The other party
must be notified in writing at least 10 days prior to the

change.

cC. EPA's Project Coordinator shall have the authority
lawfully vested in a Remedial Project Manager (RPM) and On-Scene
Coordinator (OSC) by the NCP. In addition, EPA's Project
Coordinator shall have the authority consistent with the
National Contingency Plan, to halt any work required by this
Consent Order, and to take any necessary response action when
s/he determines that conditions at site Area 9/10 may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to human health or welfare
or the environment. If Respondent,. or its agents, become aware
of any conditions at site Area 9/10 which may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to human health or welfare
or the environment, they shall immediately notify the EPA
Project Coordinator. The absence of the EPA Project Coordinator
from the area under study pursuant to this Consent Order shall
not be cause for the stoppage or delay of work.

D. Respondent’s Project Coordinator, or his/her designee,
shall be on-site during all hours of work and shall be available
at all times throughout the pendency of this Consent Order.

XVI. LIABILITY INSURANCE

A. Prior to the commencement of any work under this
Consent Order, Respondent shall ensure that the contractor
performing work maintains Comprehensive General Liability
insurance in the amount of at least one million dollars
($1,000,000.00) per occurrence with an annual aggregate of at
least three million dollars ($3,000,000.00). At least seven (7)
days prior to the commencement of work under this Consent Order,
Respondent shall certify that the contractor has obtained the
required insurance. Respondent shall provide EPA with current
copies of each insurance policy throughout the duration of the
work performed under this Consent Order.

B. The liability insurance limits shall not apply to
subcontractors.
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XVII. REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS

A. Within 45 days of the EPA’s submission of an itemized
cost summary, Respondent shall remit a certified or cashiers
check to EPA for all past response costs incurred by the United
States at site Area 9/10 together with interest that has accrued
thereon at the rate of interest specified for the Hazardous
Substances Superfund under CERCLA Section 107(a), in the
specified amount of $246,403.79, that have not been waived by
effect of the January 1999 Amended Consent Decree between EPA,
IL EPA and the City of Rockford, Illinois and various covenant
beneficiaries, including Respondent.

B. The check should be made payable to the Hazardous
Substances Superfund and should include the name of the overall
site, the overall site identification number (05DK), the
Regional Lock Box Number account number and the title of this
Order. Checks should be forwarded to:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Superfund Accounting
P.O. Box 70753
Chicago, Illinois 60673

cC. A copy of the check should be sent simultaneously to -
the EPA Project Coordinator, Mr. Russ Hart (SR-6J), U.S. EPA,
Region 5, Superfund Division, 77 W. Jackson Blvd., Chicago,
Illinois 60604.

D. Following the issuance of this Consent Order, EPA
shall submit to Respondent on a yearly basis an accounting of
all oversight costs, including EPA’s itemized cost summary
(ICS). Oversight costs may include, but are not limited to,
costs incurred by the United States in overseeing Respondent’s
implementation of the requirements of this Consent Order and
activities performed by the government as part of the RD and
community relations, including any costs incurred while
obtaining access. Costs shall include all direct and indirect
costs, including, but not limited to, time and travel costs of
EPA personnel and associated indirect costs, contractor costs,
cooperative agreement costs, compliance monitoring, including
the collection and analysis of split samples, inspection of RD
activities, site Area 9/10 visits, discussions regarding
disputes that may arise as a result of this Consent Order,
review and approval or disapproval of reports, and costs of
redoing any of Respondent’s tasks. By the date of issuance of
this Consent Order, EPA will establish a separate, internal
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billing code for the Area 9/10 site oversight activities. The
ICS shall serve as basis for payment demands.

Respondent shall, within 30 days of receipt of each accounting,
remit a certified or cashier's check for the amount of those
costs. EPA’s failure to submit a summary within the period
specified shall not excuse Respondent’s liability for oversight

costs.

E. Checks should be made payable to the Hazardous
Substances Superfund and should include the name of the overall
site, the overall site identification number (05DK), the account
number and the title of this Consent Order. Checks should be
forwarded to:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Superfund Accouncing
P.O. Box 70753
Chicago, Illinois 60673

F. Copies of the transmittal letter and check should be
sent simultaneously to the EPA Project Coordinator.

G. Respondent agrees to limit any disputes concerning
costs to accounting errors and the inclusion of costs outside
the scope of this Consent Order. Respondent shall identify any
contested costs and the basis of its objection. All undisputed
costs shall be remitted by Respondent in accordance with the
schedule set forth above. Disputed costs shall be paid by
Respondent into an escrow account while the dispute is pending.
Respondent bears the burden of establisnhning an EPA accounting
error or the inclusion of costs inconsistent with the NCP or
outside the scope of this Consent Order.

H. For Paragraphs A-G of this Section, interest shall
accrue from the date payment of a specified amount is demanded
of Respondent in writing. The interest rate is the rate of
interest on investments for the Hazardous Substances Superfund
in Section 107 (a) of CERCLA, 42 USC § 9607 (a).

XVIII. INDEMNIFICATION OF THE UNITED STATES

A. Respondent agrees to indemnify and hold the United
States Government, its agencies, departments, agents, and
employees harmless from any and all claims or causes of action
arising from or on account of acts or omissions of Respondent,
its employees, agents, servants, receivers, successors, Or
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assignees, or any persons including, but not limited to, firms,
corporations, subsidiaries and contractors, in carrying out
activities under this Consent Order.

B. Neither the United States Government, EPA, nor any
agency or authorized representative thereof shall be held as a
party to any contract entered into by Respondent in carrying out
activities under this Consent Order.

XIX. FORCE MAJEURE

A. Respondent shall perform all work, additional work,
and work required by modification to this Consent Order, within
the time frames set by this Consent Order, unless performance is
delayed by a force majeure. "Force majeure", for purposes of
this Consent Order, is defined as any event arising from causes
entirely beyond the control of the Respondent and of any entity
controlled by Respondent, including its contractors and
subcontractors, that delays the timely performance of any
obligation under this Consent Order notwithstanding Respondent’s
best efforts to avoid the delay. The requirement that the
Respondent exercise "best efforts to avoid the delay" includes
using best efforts to anticipate any potential force majeure
event and best efforts to address the effects of any potential
force majeure event (1) as it is occurring and (2) following the
potential force majeure event, such that the delay is minimized
to the greatest extent practicable. Examples of events that are
not force majeure events include, but are not limited to,
increased costs or expenses of any work to be performed under
this Consent Order or the financial difficulty of Respondent to
perform such work.

B. If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the
performance of any obligation under this Consent Order, whether
or not caused by a force majeure event, Respondent shall notify
by telephone the Remedial Project Manager or, in his or her
absence, the Director of the Superfund Division, EPA Region 5,
within 48 hours of when the Respondent knew or should have known
that the event might cause a delay. Within five business days
thereafter, Respondent shall provide in writing the reasons for
the delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions
taken or to be taken to prevent or minimize the delay; a
schedule for implementation of any measures to be taken to
mitigate the effect of the delay; and a statement as to whether,
in the opinion of Respondent, such event may cause or contribute
to an endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment.
Respondent shall exercise best efforts to avoid or minimize any
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delay and any effects of a delay. Failure to comply with the
above requirements shall preclude Respondent from asserting any
claim of force majeure.

C. If EPR agrees that the delay or anticipated delay is
attributable to force majeure, the time for performance of the
obligations under this Consent Order that are directly affected
by the force majeure event shall be extended by agreement of the
parties for a period of time not to exceed the actual duration
of the delay caused by the force majeure event. An extension of
the time for performance of the obligation directly affected by
the force majeure event shall not, of itself, extend the time
for performance of any subsequent obligation.

D. If EPA does not agree that the delay or anticipated
delay has been or will be caused by a force majeure event, or
does not agree with Respondent on the length of the extension,
the issue shall be subject to the Dispute Resolution procedures
set forth in Section XX of this Consent Order. 1In any such
proceeding, to qualify for a force majeure defense, Respondent
shall have the burden of demonstrating by a preponderance of the
evidence that the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be
caused by a force majeure event, that the duration of the delay
was or will be warranted under the circumstances, that
Respondent did exercise or is exercising due diligence by using
its best efforts to avoid and mitigate the effects of the delay,
and that Respondent complied with the requirements of paragraph

B.

E. Should Respondent carry the burden set forth in
- paragraph D, the delay at issue shall be deemed not to be a
violation of the affected obligation of this Consent Order.

XX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

A. Any disputes concerning activities or deliverables
required under this Consent Order for which Dispute Resolution
has been expressly provided for, shall be resolved as follows:
If the Respondent objects to any EPA notice of disapproval or
requirement made pursuant to this Consent Order, Respondent
shall notify EPA's Project Coordinator in writing of its
objections within 14 days of receipt of the disapproval notice
or requirement. Respondent’s written objections shall define the
dispute, state the basis of Respondent’s objections, and be sent
certified mail, return receipt requested. Within 10 days of
receipt, EPA shall produce a written response to Respondent’s
objections setting forth the basis of its position. EPA and the
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Respondent then havé an additional 5 days to reach agreement.
If an agreement is not reached within 5 days, Respondent may
request a determination by EPA's Superfund Division Director.

If Respondent requests a determination by the Superfund
Division, an administrative record of the dispute shall be
maintained by EPA, containing the notice of _ispute, the
response, and supporting documentation. If EPA concurs with
Respondent, then EPA shall so notify Respondent in writing and
the parties shall modify this Consent Order (if necessary)-
pursuant to Section XXX (Modification of Consent Order) to
include any necessary extensions of time or variances of work.

The Superfund Division Director's determination is EPA's final
decision. Respondent shall proceed in accordance with EPA's
final decision regarding the matter in dispute, regardless of
whether Respondent agrees with the decision. If the Respondent
does not agree to perform or does not actually perform the work
in accordance with EPA's final decision, EPA reserves the right
in its sole discretion to conduct the work itself, to seek
reimbursement from the Respondent, to seek enforcement of the
decision, to seek stipulated penalties, and/or to seek any other

appropriate relief.

B. Respondent is not relieved of its obligations to
perform and conduct activities and submit deliverables on the
schedule set forth in the RD WP, while a matter is pending in
Dispute Resolution. The invocation of Dispute Resolution does
not stay stipulated penalties under this Consent Order.

C. The parties shall use their best efforts to resoive
all disputes informally and in good faith. The resolution of
any dispute regarding this Consent Order must be in writing and
signed by EPA.

D. The party disputing EPA’s position shall have the
burden of ‘proving that it is arbitrary and capricious or
inconsistent with this Consent Order.

XXI. STIPULATED PENALTIES

A. For each day that Respondent fails to complete a
deliverable in a timely manner or fails to produce a deliverable
of acceptable quality, or otherwise fails to perform in
accordance with the requirements of this Consent Order,
Respondent shall be liable for stipulated penalties (unless
excused under Section XIX-Force Majeure). Penalties begin to
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accrue on the day that performance is due or a violation occurs,
and extend through the period of correction. Where a revised
submission by Respondent is required, stipulated penalties shall
continue to accrue until a satisfactory deliverable is produced.
EPA will provide written notice for violations that are not
based on timeliness; nevertheless, penalties shall accrue from
the day a violation commences. Payment shall be due within 60
days of receipt of a demand letter from EPA. Nothing herein
shall prevent the simultaneous accrual of separate penalties for
separate violations of this Consent Order.

B. Respondent shall pay interest on the unpaid balance,
which shall begin to accrue at the end of the 60-day period, at
the rate established by the Department of Treasury pursuant to
30 U.S.C. Section 3717. Respondent shall further pay a handling
charge of 1 percent, to be assessed at the end of each 31 day
period, and a 6 percent per annum penalty charge, to be assessed
if the penalty is not paid in full within 90 days after it is

due.

C. Respondent shall make all payments by forwarding a

check to:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Superfund Accounting
P.0O. Box 70753
Chicago, Illinois 60673

Checks should identify the name of the overall site, the
overall site identification number (DK), the account number, and
the title of this Consent Order. A copy of the check and/or
transmittal letter shall be forwarded to the EPA Project
Coordinator.

D. For the following major deliverables, stipulated
penalties shall accrue:

Penalty For Penalty For

Deliverable/Activity Days_ 1-7 > 7 Days
Failure to Submit $1500/Day $5,000/Day

a Draft RD WP
or Final RD WP

Failure to Submit $1500/Day $5,000/Day
a SOW or Pre-Design :
Schedule Deliverable
or any other Section



25

XIV Submittal

Failure to Submit $250/Day $1,500/Day
a Data Report

Late Submittal of $250/Day $ 1,500/Day
Progress Reports

or Other

Miscellaneous

Reports/Submittals

Failure to Meet any $250/Day $ 1,000/Day
Scheduled Deadline

E. Respondent may dispute EPA's right to the stated
amount of penalties by invoking the Dispute Resolution
procedures under Section XX herein. Penalties shall accrue but
need not be paid during the Dispute Resolution period. If
Respondent does not prevail upon resolution, all penalties shall
be due to EPA within 30 days of resolution of the dispute. If
Respondent prevails upon resolution, no penalties shall be paid.

F. In the event that EPA provides for corrections to be
reflected in the next deliverable and does not require
resubmission of that deliverable, stipulated penalties for that
interim deliverable shall cease to accrue on the date of such
decision by EPA.

G. The stipulated penalties provisions do not preclude
EPA from pursuing any other remedies or sanctions which are
available to EPA because of Respondent’s failure to comply with
this Consent Order, including but not limited to conduct of all
or part of the RD by EPA. Payment of stipulated penalties does
not alter Respondent’s obligation to complete performance under
this Consent Order.

H. If Respondent fails to pay stipulated penalties when
due, EPA may institute proceedings to collect the penalties, as
well as interest. Respondent shall pay interest on the unpaid
balance, which shall begin to accrue on the date of demand at
the rate established pursuant to Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42
Usc § 9607(a).

I. Nothing in this Consent Order shall be construed as
prohibiting, altering, or in any way limiting the ability of EPA
to seek any other remedies or sanctions available by virtue of
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Respondent’s violation of this Consent Order or of the statutes
and regulations upon which it is based, including, but not
limited to, penalties pursuant to Section 122(1) of CERCLA, 42
USC § 9622(1), for activities not covered under the Stipulated
Penalty provision of this Consent Order.

J. No payments made under this Section shall be tax
deductible for Federal or State tax purposes.

XXII. OTHER CLAIMS

A. Respondent waives all claims or demands for
compensation under Sections 106, 111 and 112 of CERCLA, 42 USC
§§ 960hA, 9611 and 9612 against the United States or the
Hazardous Substances Superfund established by Section 9507 of
Title 26 of the United States Code arising from activity
performed pursuant to this Consent Order. This Consent Order
does not constitute any decision on preauthorization of funds
under Section 111 (a) (2) of CERCLA, 42 USC § 96l1ll(a) (2).
Respondent further waives all other statutory and common law
claims against EPA, including, but not limited to, contribution
and counterclaims, relating to or arising out of conduct of the

RD.

B. Nothing in this Consent Order shall constitute or be
construed as a release from any claim, cause of action or demand
in law or equity against any person, firm, partnership,
subsidiary or corporation not a signatory to this Consent Order
for any liability it may have arising out of or relating in any
way to the generation, storage, treatment, handling,
transportation, release, or disposal of any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants found at, taken to, or
taken from site Area 9/10.

C. Each party to this Consent Order shall bear its own
costs and attorneys fees.

XXIII. COVENANT NOT TO SUE

A. In consideration of the actions that will be performed
and the payments that will be made by Respondent under the terms
of this Consent Order, and except as specifically provided in
Section XXIV (Reservation of Rights), Section XVII
(Reimbursement of Costs), and Section VIII (Work to be
Performed), EPA covenants not to sue Respondent for judicial
imposition of costs, damages or civil penalties or to take
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administrative action against Respondent pursuant to Sections
106 and 107(a) of CERCLA for performance of the work pursuant to
Section VIII. These covenants not to sue shall take effect upon
termination of this Consent Order pursuant to Section XXXI
(Termination and Satisfaction) and the receipt by EPA of
payments required by Section XVII. These covenants not to sue
are conditioned upon the complete and satisfactory performance
by Respondent of its obligations under the Consent Order. These
covenants not to sue extend only to Respondent, its parent
company, and successors and assignees thereof, and do not extend
to any other person.

B. With regard to claims for contribution against
Respondent for matters addressed in this Consent Order, upon
having resolved its liability with EPA for the matters expressly
covered by this Consent Order, Respondent shall be entitled to
protection from contribution actions or claims to the extent
provided by Section 113(f) (2) of CERCLA, 42 USC § 9613(f) (2).

XXIV. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

A. EPA reserves all rights and defenses that it may have
individually or collectively pursuant to available legal
authority, except as expressly waived in this Consent Order.
Further, EPA reserves the right to bring an action against
Respondent under Sections 104, 106(a) and 107 of CERCLA for
recovery of all response costs including oversight costs,
incurred by the United States at site Area 9/10 that are not
reimbursed by the Respondent (and not exempted by the January
1999 Amended Consent Decree), and any costs, including but not
limited to indirect costs, incurred in the event that EPA
performs the RD or any part thereof, and any future costs
incurred by the United States in connection with removal,
remedial or response activities conducted under CERCLA at site
Area 9/10 if Respondent fails to fulfill the terms and
conditions of the Consent Order. EPA also reserves all rights
outlined in paragraph D of this Section.

B. EPA reserves the right to bring an action against
Respondent or any other parties to enforce the past costs and
response and oversight cost reimbursement requirements of this
Consent Order (except as noted in Section XXIII), to collect
stipulated penalties assessed pursuant to Section XXI of this
Consent Order, and to seek penalties pursuant to Section 109 of
CERCLA, 42 USC Section 9609.

C. Except as expressly provided in this Consent Order,
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each party reserves all rights and defenses it may have.
Nothing in this Consent Order shall affect EPA's removal
authority or EPA's response or enforcement authorities
including, but not limited to, the right to seek injunctive
relief, stipulated penalties, statutory penalties, and/or
punitive damages.

D. Following satisfaction of the requirements of this
Consent Order, Respondent shall have resolved its liability to
EPA for the work performed by Respondent pursuant to this
Consent Order. Respondent is not released from liability, if
any, for any response actions taken beyond the scope of this
Consent Order regarding removals, other site Areas, remedial
action of this site Area 9/10, activities arising pursuant to
Section 121 (c) of CERCLA, 42 USC § 121(c), and claims for
natural resource damages under Section 107 of CERCLA, 42 USC §

9607.

E. EPA recognizes that Respondent may have the right to
seek contribution (subject to the exemptions of the January 1999
Amended Consent Decree), indemnity or other remedy against any
person not a party to this Consent Order found to be responsible
or liable for contributions, indemnity or otherwise for any
amounts expended by Respondent in connection with site Area

9/10.

F. Nothing herein constitutes a release or settlement of
any claim for personal injury or property damage by any person
not a party to this Consent Order against the Respondent.

G. EPA reserves its rights to terminate this Consent
Order, perform a complete or partial Remedial Design and seek
reimbursement from the Respondent should the Respondent fail to
complete the Remedial Design in accordance with this Consent

Order.

XXv. ACCESS TO INFORMATION

A. All results of sampling, tests, modeling or other data
(including raw data) generated by Respondent, or on Respondent’s
behalf, during implementation of this Consent Order, shall be
made available to and submitted to EPA in the monthly progress
reports described in Section XIV of this Consent Order. EPA
will make available to Respondent validated data generated by
EPA unless it is exempt from disclosure by any federal or state
law or regulation.
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B. Respondent will verbally notify EPA at least 15 days
prior to conducting significant field events (including any
sampling, tests and other data generation) as described in the
SOW or RD Work Plan. At EPA's verbal or written request, or the
request of EPA's oversight assistant, Respondent shall allow
split or duplicate samples to be taken by EPA (and its
authcrized representatives) of any samples collected by the
Respondent in implementing this Consent Order. All split
samples of Respondent’s shall be analyzed by the methods
identified in the QAPP.

C. Respondent may assert a claim of business
confidentiality covering part or all of the information
submitted to EPA pursuant to the terms of this Consent Order
under 40 CFR Section 2.203, provided such claim is allowed by
Section 104 (e) (7) of CERCLA, 42 USC § 9604(e) (7). This claim
shall be asserted in the manner described by 40 CFR Section
2.203(b) and substantiated at the time the claim is made.
Information determined to be confidential by EPA will be given
the protection specified in 40 CFR Part 2. If no such claim
accompanies the information when it is submitted to EPA, it may
be made available to the public by EPA or the state without
further notice to the Respondent. Respondent agrees not to
assert confidentiality claims with respect to any data related
to site Area 9/10 conditions, sampling, or monitoring.

D. In entering into this Consent Order, Respondent waives
any objections to any data gathered, generated, or evaluated by
EPA, the state or Respondent in the performance or oversight of
the work that has been verified according to the quality
assurance/quality coantrol (QA/QC) procedures required by the
Consent Order or any EPA-approved WP. If Respondent objects to
any other data relating to the RD, Respondent shall submit to
EPA a report that identifies and explains its objections,
describes the acceptable uses of the data, if any, and
identifies any limitations to the use of the data. The report
must be submitted to EPA within 15 days of the monthly progress
report containing the data.

E. Respondent may assert that certain documents, records
and other information are privileged under the attorney-client
privilege or the work product doctrine. If Respondent asserts
such a privilege, in lieu of providing documents, it shall
inform EPA that it is claiming certain documents as privileged
and shall, upon request, provide EPA with the following:

1. The title of the document;
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2. The date of the document, record, or information;

3. The name and title of the author of the document,
record, or information;

4. The name and title of each addressee and
recipient;

5. A description of the contents of the document,
record, or information; and

6. The privilege asserted by the Respondent.

F. EPA’'s failure to challenge Respondent’s assertion of
privilege during the implementation of the RD does not waive
EPA’s right to challenge the assertion during the implementation
of the Remedial Action.

XXVI. RECORD PRESERVATION

Respondent shall preserve all records and documents which
relate to implementation of the RD at site Area 9/10 for a
minimum of ten (10) years following completion of Remedial
Action construction. Respondent shall acquire and retain copies
of all documents that relate to site Area 9/10 and are in the
possession of its employees, agents, accountants, contractors,
or attorneys. After this 10 year period, Respondent shall
notify EPA at least 90 days before the documents are scheduled
to be destroyed. If EPA requests that the documents be saved,
Respondent shall, at no cost to EPA, give EPA the documents or

copies of the documents.

XXVII. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS

A. Documents, including but not limited to reports,
approvals, disapprovals, and other correspondence which must be
submitted under this Consent Order, shall be sent by certified
mail, return receipt requested, to the following addressees ox
to any other addressees which the Respondent and EPA designate

in writing:

(1) Documents to be submitted to EPA should be sent to:
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Russ Hart

Remedial Project Manager

United States Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Blvd., mail code: SR-6J
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

Phone: (312) 886-4844

FAX: (312) 886-4071

E-mail "Hart.Russell@epa.gov"

With copies to:

Tom Williams

Project Manager - Div. of Land Pollution Control
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

1021 North Grand Avenue East

Springfield, IL 62702 :

Phone: (217) 557-5250 or (815) 223-1714

FAX: (217) 782-3258 or (815) 223-1344

E-mail “Thomas.Willjiams@epa.state.IL.US”

or “epa4d44l4@epa.state.IL.US”

Tom Turner

Associate Regional Counsel

U.S. EPA ~ Region 5

77 West Jackson Boulevard, C-14J
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Phone: (312) 886-6613

FAX: (312) 886-0747

E-mail "Turner.Thomas@epa.gov"

(2) Documents to be submitted to the Respondent should be
sent to:

UT/Hamilton Sundstrand

c/o: Scott R. Moyer, PG

Senior Environmental Project Coordinator
United Technologies Corporation

4747 Harrison Avenue

P.O0. Box 7002, M/S 323-9

Rockford, Illinois 61125-7002

Phone: (815) 226-6232

FAX: (815) 226-2699

E-mail Scott.Moyer@hs.utc.com

and
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UT/Hamilton Sundstrand

Eric Alletzhauser, Esq.

United Technologies Corporation
United Technologies Building
Hartford, Connecticut 06101
Phone: (860) 728-7895

FAX: (860) 660-0301

E-mail eric.alletzhauser@utc.com

XXVIII. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CONSENT ORDER

This Consent Order shall become effective upon the date of
signature by the Director of the Superfund Division, EPA,
Region 5.

XXIX. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Respondent shall cooperate with EPA in providing RD
information to the public. If requested by EPA, Respondent
shall participate in the preparation of all information
disseminated to the public pertaining to site Area 9/10.

XXX. MODIFICATION OF CONSENT ORDER

A, In addition to the procedures set forth in Section IX
(Additional Work), Section XV (Project Coordinators), Section
XIX (Force Majeure), and Section XX (Dispute Resolution), this
Consent Order may be amended by mutual agreement of EPA and
Respondent. Amendments shall be in writing, shall become
effective on the date of EPA execution, and project managers do
not have the authority to sign amendments to the Consent Order.
Based upon objective and validated findings submitted by
Respondent during the Remedial Design, Respondent may propose
new Potentially Responsible Parties to EPA for purposes of
amending this Consent Order. EPA shall have final determination
as to any new Respondents to be added to this Consent Order.

B. No informal advice, guidance, suggestions, or comments
by EPA regarding reports, plans, specifications, schedules, and
any other writing submitted by the Respondent will be construed
as relieving Respondent of its obligation to obtain such formal
approval as may be required by this Consent Order. Any
deliverables, plans, technical memoranda, reports (other than
progress reports), specifications, schedules and attachments
required by this Consent Order are, upon approval by EPA,
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incorporated into this Consent Order.

XXXI. TERMINATION AND SATISFACTION

A. This Consent Order shall terminate when the Respondent
receives written notice from EPA that Respondent has
demonstrated in writing and certified to the satisfaction of EPA
that all activities (excluding record preservation) required
under this Consent Order, including any additional work, payment
of past costs, response and oversight costs, and any stipulated
penalties demanded by EPA, have been performed and EPA has
approved the certification. This notice shall not, however,
terminate Respondent’s obligation to comply with Sections XVII
and XXI of this Consent Order.

B. Respondent’s certification shall be signed by a
responsible official representing Respondent. The
representative shall make the following attestation: "I certify
that the information contained in or accompanying this
certification is true, accurate, and complete." For purposes of
this Consent Order, a responsible official is a corporate
official who is in charge of a principal business function.

XXXII. DISCLAIMER

By signing this Consent Order and taking actions under this
Consent Order, Respondent does not agree with EPA's Findings of
~ Fact and Conclusions of Law. Furthermore, Respondent’s

participation in this Consent Order shall not be considered an
admission of liability and is not admissible in evidence against
the Respondent in any judicial or administrative proceeding
other than a proceeding by the United States, including EPA, to
enforce this Consent Order or a judgment relating to it.
Respondent retains its rights to assert claims against other
potentially responsible parties at the site (within the
exemptions of the January 1999 Amended Consent Decree).
However, Respondent agrees not to contest the validity or terms
of this Consent Order, or the procedures underlying or relating
to it in any action brought by the United States, including EPA,
to enforce its terms.
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Administrative Order On Consent - for Remedial Design -
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BY: /L/ f DATE: [ /13

William E. Muno, r{frector

Superfund Divisio

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5
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SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION SUPERFUND SITE, ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE LOCATION AND HISTORY

The Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site (CERCLIS ID No.
[LD981000417) is located in Rockford, Illinois and consists of three Operable Units. Operable
Unit One (Drinking Water Operable Unit) provided some residents with a safe source of dnnking
water by connecting 283 homes to the city watersupply. Operable Unit Two (Groundwater
Operable Unit) addressed the area-wide groundwater contamination. An additional 264 homes
were first connected to the city water supply system. A remedial investigation was then
conducted to characterize the nature and extent of the groundwater contamination and to provide
information on source areas responsible for contamination. This operable unit identified four
areas that were the primary sources of groundwater contamination. These areas were identified
as Source Areas 4,7,9/10and 11.

Operable Unit Three (Source Control Operable Unit or SCOU) began as a State-lead action in
May 1996 to select remedies for each of the Source Areas. Field investigations included soil
borings and soil gas samples at all four areas, surface water and sediment sampling at Area 7 and
groundwater monitoring well installation and sampling at area 9/10. Based on the results of
these investigations, the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA) identified a
series of cleanup alternatives and preferred options for the final remedies at the four areas. These
alternatives and preferred options were published.in a Proposed Plan that was presented to the
public in July 2001. This Record of Decision (kOD) contains the actions, alternatives and
preferred options of Operable Unit Three that will address contamination in the soil and leachate
at Source Areas 4,7,9/10 and 11. o

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This decision document contains the selected remedial actions for the Southeast Rockford
Superfund Site, developed in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based upon the
contents of the administrative record for the Southeast Rockford Superfund Site. The United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Region V supports the selected remedy on
the Southeast Rockford Site.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE




The response action selected in the ROD is necessary to protect the public health, public welfare
and the environment from actual relcases of hazardous substances. Contaminated soils, non-
aqueous phase liquid (NAPL), and leachatc from Source Areas 4. 7, 9/10, and 11 constitute
principal threats of continued contamination to the groundwater, unlcss remediated. Therefore,
technologies in this ROD are designed to remediate the Source Areas and remove these principal
threats. The remaining area-wide contamination will be remediated by the natural attenuation of
¢ oundwater.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy is comprised of treatment options for the four Source Areas. Definition of
the entire site is the extent of groundwater contamination encompassing an area approximately
three miles by two and a half miles that includes residential, light industrial, industrial and
municipal properties. Remedy selection was based upon the nature and extent of contamination,
as well as consideration of the types of and uses of the properties in each area. The remedies
used in this ROD will accomplish the following results: (1) stop on-going contamination of the
groundwater, thus protecting the water resources for future generations; (2) ensure that volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) in soil gas do not move into the basements of nearby residences; (3)
protect people from ingestion of contaminated groundwater; (4) reduce the risk of direct contact
with contaminated soil or free product beneath the ground surface; and (5) assure the project is in
compliance with the Operable Unit Two ROD provisions that required the controlling of
groundwater-contamination sources.

Operable Unit Three will fulfill the requirements to reduce and control potential groundwater
risks to the environment and bring all of the site's previously selected remedial actions into
compliance with State groundwater protection laws. Operable Unit Three will also address
contaminated soils, NAPL (non-aqueous phase liquid) and leachate that are principal threats and
the primary causes of groundwater contamination at the four Source Areas.

Source Control Alternatives developed within the Operable Unit Three feasibility study (FS) and
discussed within this ROD are separated into soil and leachate alternatives. In some cases,
technologies designed to remediate soil, NAPL and leachate contamination are either not
sufficient to protect human health and the environment, or they are not practical solutions. In
these cases, technologies are considered to contain, rather than treat the resulting groundwater
contamination. In order to simplify the ROD, technologies intended to contain contaminated
groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the four primary source areas are considered leachate
alternatives.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

It 1s considered the opinion of the 1llinois EPA (in consultation with U.S. EPA Region V) that
the selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains federal and state
requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate for this remedial action (or invokes
an appropnate waiver), is cost-effective and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies (or resource recovery) to the maximum extent practicable and satisfies the



site at levels that will allow for limited use and restricted exposure. a statutory review will be
conducted within five years after imtiation of remedial action to ensure that the remedy 15, or will
be protective of human health and the environment.

ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this ROD (additional

information can be found in the Administrative Record for the site):

e Chemicals of concemn and their respective concentrations.

Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern.

Cleanup levels established for chemicals of concern and the basis for these levels.

How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed.

Anticipated land uses and current and potential future uses of groundwater addressed in the

baseline risk assessment and ROD.

e Potential land and groundwater uses that will be available at the site as a result of the selected
remedy.

e Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M) and total present worth costs,
discount rate and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected.

e Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (how the selected remedy provides the best
balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing, modifying, criteria key to the decision).

o~ é/hw Géa/oi

William E. Muno, Direftor Date
Superfund Division
U.S. EPA- Region V

5/8/02

Rerdee Cipriano, Director Date
lllinois EPA
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DECISION SUMMARY
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
SUPERFUND SITE, ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Site is located in the southeast portion of
Rockford, Illinois and covers an area approximately three miles long by two and one half miles
wide. The contaminant plume in the groundwater with concentrations above 10 parts per billion
(ppb) defines the boundaries of the Southeast Rockford Superfund Site, as defined by the
Operable Unit Two ROD. The extent of the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination
Site is shown in Figure 1.

The area is a predominantly suburban residential area, with scattered industrial, retail and
commercial operations throughout. Most of the building structures at this site are one- or two-
story residential dwellings, but several industrial areas also exist along Harrison Avenue. There
are also a substantial number of commercial and retail operations along Alpine Road, Eleventh
Street and Kishwaukee Street. The topography of the site is essentially flat lying, with gradual
sloping towards the Rock River. The four major identified source areas of groundwater
contamination at the site are identified in the Operable Unit 2 ROD. Figure 1 also illustrates the
general locations of the four major source areas. Other groundwater plumes in the area were
investigated, but were not determined to be sources of the chlorinated VOCs found in residential
wells.

Because of a relative abundance of groundwater resources, the City of Rockford's (the City’s)
primary source of potable water is groundwater. Geology of the Southeast Rockford
Groundwater Contamination Site consists of unconsolidated glacial deposits deposited upon
Ordovician Age dolomite and sandstone. A buried bedrock valley over 200 feet in depth cut into
the Ordovician bedrock units lies within the site boundaries and contains large unconsolidated
sand and gravel deposits. The buried bedrock valley connects with the current position of the
Rock River to the west of the site. Together, the unconsolidated glacial deposits and the bedrock
units make up two different but hydraulically connected aquifers, both of which are used for
potable water supplies. Unconsolidated sands and gravels, as well as the bedrock units contained
within the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site meet the
requirements pursuant to Title 35 Illinois Administration Code Part 620.210 for Class [ Potable
Resource Groundwater. The site was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List
(NPL) on June 24, 1988, and was formally added to the NPL on March 31, 1989 as a state-lead,
federally funded Superfund site.



L

dskpadway

[ Ly
T

J

[T
€FL

EMNIEI Jer

ishwa

SITE HISTORY

2818 LTRECH

Figure 1. Map of Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination

Early groundwater investigations by the State indicated that many private and municipal wells
were impacted by chlorinated solvent contamination at levels exceeding federal health standards.
Further investigations determined that the solvents were used by industries and were released
directly into the environment from units such as storage tanks or from improper disposal
practices. These investigations formed the basis of the NPL listing. During 1990, an emergency
action by U. S. EPA resulted in 293 homes being connected to the City's municipal water supply
system. This action was eligible for U. S. EPA emergency funding, because several residential
wells had contaminant levels above removal action levels (RALs). The U.S. EPA determined the
extent of the water well hook-ups with support from Illinois EPA.

The next course of action was to address residential wells whose contaminant levels were below
RALs, but above federal health standards (Maximum Contaminant Levels or MCLs). Camp
Dresser & McKee (CDM), under the direction of Illinois EPA, conducted a residential well-
sampling investigation. This investigation became the first of three Operable Units to address
site-related contamination. Pursuant to this study and its recommendations, a ROD was signed
in June 1991. This ROD required an additional 264 homes to be connected to the City's

municipal
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water supply and for the construction of a granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment system on
one municipal well. The GAC unit was installed as a temporary measure that would be finalized
in the second Operable Unit.

Between 1991 and 1994, an inclusive, two-phased remedial investigation (RI) was performed to
define the nature and extent of groundwater contamination and to gather preliminary information
on the source areas responsible for residential well contamination. These actions culminated in a
second ROD signed in September 1995, that essentially required additional hookups to the City's
water supply, groundwater monitoring, continued operation of the GAC unit installed in the first
ROD and future source control measures at four major source areas of site-related groundwater
contamination. Pursuant to a consent decree between the federal government, the state
government and the City of Rockford signed in early 1998, the City of Rockford agreed to
implement all provisions of the Operable Unit 2 ROD.

SITE ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Since the development of the 1995 ROD, there have been two major enforcement agreements
developed between the U.S.EPA, lllinois EPA and parties associated with the Southeast
Rockford site. The first of these was a consent decree entered by the federal district court in
Rockford in April 1998. This decree required the City of Rockford to install water mains and
services within the public right-of-way, provide needed connections to homes and businesses,
supplement the previously existing groundwater well-monitoring network with new wells, and
commence a long-term well-network sampling and analytical program. This work has entered
the monitoring phase. Over 9200 feet of new water mains have been installed, and an additional
262 individual water service connections have been made. A total of nine new groundwater-
monitoring wells were installed, with several of these located near the Rock River. The consent
decree also required the payment of up to $200,000 by the City of Rockford to the State of
INinois and federal government, for future oversight costs.

The court entered the second consent decree in January 1999. This decree provided for the
reimbursement of approximately $9.1 million dollars for past expenditures by the federal and
state agencies that responded to the Southeast Rockford site, as well as a payment of
approximately $5 million for a portion of future cleanup costs for Area 7. This innovative
feature of the decree anticipates the need to perform remediation at Area 7, because unlike the
other soil source areas of concern, it appears that waste materials were brought to Area 7 from
other locations. The second consent decree was amended in September 2001 that resuited in the
collection of an additional $140,000.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION OVERVIEW

In accordance with Section 117, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, of CERCLA, the Illinois EPA and the U.S.
EPA held a public comment period from June 11 through August 20, 2001 to allow interested
parties to comment on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for the Source Control Operable
Unit of the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Superfund site in Rockford, lilinots.
The Illinois EPA presented the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan at six informational



meetings (two per day) on June 20, June 27 and June 28, 2001 and at a formal hearing held in
two sessions on July 19, 2001. The informational meetings were held at the Villa Di Roma
restaurant at 11th and Harrison Streets in Rockford and the public hearing was held at the Brooke
Road United Methodist Church at 1404 Brooke Road in Rockford.

A Responsiveness Summary 1s attached to the ROD to document the Illinois EPA’s responses to
comments received during the public comment period. These comments were considered prior
to selection of the final remedy for the four major sources of contamination at the Southeast
Rockford Superfund site. The remedy is detailed in Illinois EPA’s ROD, with which the U.S.
EFA concurs.

BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

[llinois EPA has been responsible for conducting community relations activities during the
investigation for the Drinking Water Operable Unit (Operable Unit One), Phase I and Phase Il of
the Remedial Investigation and Groundwater Fzasibility Study (Operable Unit Two) and the
Source Control Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (Operable Unit Three).

The site was first brought to the attention of the Illinois EPA by a citizen’s complaint that plating
waste had been dumped in an abandoned well. Subsequent tests of nearby private wells did not
detect plating wastes but did find chlorinated solvents (commonly used in industry for degreasing
purposes). A meeting held in 1984 by the Illinois Department of Public Health (IDPH) and the
[llinois EPA drew a crowd of approximately 200. Continuing concerns by citizens, however, did
not surface until the site was placed on the National Priorities List in 1989 and financial
institutions began refusing home mortgages and improvement loans in the area.

During the first operable unit, many citizens resisted the idea of connections to the public water
supply, because, in order to receive the hookup, they had to sign an agreement to be annexed into
the City of Rockford (if their property became contiguous to city property). That issue is no
longer a major concern, since nearly all of the area has now been annexed by the City of
Rockford.

The City of Rockford has entered into two consent decrees with the State of Illinois and the
United States of America regarding the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination
Superfund Site. The original consent decree was entered in federal court in April 1998. That
consent decree required the City of Rockford to perform the remedial work required by the
September 29, 1995 Groundwater ROD. The ROD included water main extensions and
approximately 400 hookups to the City of Rockford's water supply system, groundwater
monitoring and continued use of carbon treatment at one of the municipal water supply wells.



SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION AND OPERABLE
UNITS

INTRODUCTION

The Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Site encompasses an area approxtmately
three miles by two and a half miles. The site is primarily defined by the extent of groundwater
contamination over 10 ppb of total chlorinated VOCs, as shown in Figure 1. Property within the
site boundaries is used for residential, light industrial, industrial and municipal purposes.
Remedial actions conducted under Operable Units One and Two addressed the area-wide
groundwater contamination, but required additional work at the four source areas. The site
characteristics for the four source areas are described in the Section titled, DESCRIPTION OF
SOURCE AREAS.

OPERABLE UNIT ONE

Because of the size and complexity of the groundwater contamination in the area, the Illinois
EPA and U.S. EPA (the Agencies) organized activities at the site into smaller, more manageable
groups of activities called Operable Units. The Illinois EPA and its consulting/engineering firm,
Camp Dresser & McKee (CDM), began work under Operable Unit One with a remedial
investigation. The primary focus of Operable Unit One was to address contamination in
residential wells. An additional 117 private wells were sampled as a part of the Operable Unit
One Remedial Investigation. The objective of this sampling event was to determine how many
homes had wells with levels of VOCs below the time critical removal action cutoff, but above
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). Illinois EPA's sampling revealed that additional
residences needed to be connected to the City's water supply system. A proposed plan for
Operable Unit One was made public in March 1991. A ROD for Operable Unit One was signed
on June 14, 1991. The ROD called for more residences to be connected to the municipal water
supply system and for a temporary granular activated carbon (GAC) water treatment unit to be
installed at one of Rockford’s municipal wells. The municipal well had been closed in 1985 due
to unsafe levels of VOCs (CDM, 1990). The GAC unit was installed to assure sufficient potable
water capacity for residents added to the City's water distribution system. By November 1991,
an additional 264 homes were connected to city water. Between the U.S. EPA's time-critical
removal action and Illinois EPA's Operable Unit One, a total of 547 homes received service
connections to the City's water supply system. A Remedial Action Report, signed by U.S. EPA
on December 21, 1992, certified that the selected remedy for Operable Unit One was operational
and functional (Illinois EPA Operable Unit Two ROD).

OPERABLE UNIT TWO

Remedial Investigations for Operable Unit Two began in May 1991 under the direction of the
Illinois EPA (CDM, 1992). The objective of the Operable Unit Two remedial investigation was
to characterize the nature and extent of groundwater contamination throughout the site and to
provide information on "source areas" that were responsible for the contamination (CDM, 1992).



Because of the size and complexity of the site, the remedial investigation was conducted in two
phases. Phase | activities expanded the original NPL boundaries into a larger study arca within
Southeast Rockford, encompassing approximately five square miles (CDM, 1993 1-2). Operable
Unit Two, Phase [ field activities included the following: 1) a 225-point soil gas survey; 2) the
installation and sampling of 33 monitoring wells at 11 locations; and 3) the sampling of 19
[llinois State Water Survey Wells and 16 industrial wells (CDM, 1993 1-2). Fieldwork for Phase
[ was completed in October of 1991. Based on preliminary data, eight potential sources of
groun dwater contamination were identified (CDM, 1992).

Operable Unit Two, Phase I field activities were conducted from January 1993 to January 1994.
The following activities were conducted during the Phase II investigation: (1) 212 soil gas points
were sampled; (2) 44 monitoring wells were installed and 165 groundwater samples were
obtained; (3) 55 soil borings were conducted and 126 soil samples were obtained; (4) 24
groundwater samples were obtained from residential wells; (5) 20 residential air samples were
taken; and (6) two test pits were excavated in the study area (CDM, 1995 RI 1-1). Although
several other groundwater plumes of contamination were identified, the Phase II investigation
concluded that there were four primary source areas that were impacting the major plume that
constitutes the site. The four primary source areas (Area 4, Area 7, Area 9/10, and Area 11) are
identified in Figure 1.

Phase II activities included groundwater modeling that helped to determine future contaminant
concentrations within the plume and projected general plume migration directions. The
modeling indicated that contaminant levels for 1,1,1-TCA in the plume will remain at levels
above its MCL of 200 ppb for 205 years, assuming that the four source areas are remediated.
However, if the four source areas are not remediated modeling predicts that over 300 years will
be necessary for remediation of the groundwater (CDM, 1995 FS 5-3).

Based on the results of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) conducted
under Operable Unit Two, Illinois EPA issued a Proposed Plan on Operable Unit Two in July of
1995. The ROD for Operable Unit Two was signed on September 29, 1995. The major
components of the selected remedy included: municipal water hook-ups for homes and
businesses projected to have combined concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-Dichloroethane
(1.1-DCA) at levels of 5 ppb or greater; groundwater monitoring for 205 years and future source
control measures at the four primary source areas. Although source control was a component of
the selected remedy within the Operable Unit Two ROD, the ROD stated that the actual
technology to be used for source control measures would be addressed within Operable Unit
Three.

OPERABLE UNIT THREE

Field work for the Operable Unit Three remedial investigation began under the direction of
Ilhinois EPA on May 20, 1996. The investigation included: soil gas samples and soil borings at
all four areas; surface water and sediment sampling at Area 7 and monitoring well installation
and groundwater sampling at Area 9/10. In total, the Operable Unit Three investigation
included:



® 08 soil gas samples;

13 soil borings with one soil sample per boring in Areas 4, 7, and 11 and two samples per
boring in Area 9/10;

Dye shaker testing for the presence of NAPL;

14 surface soil samples;

Geoprobe groundwater screening at three locations;

Installation of three monttoring wells; and

Five groundwater samples (CDM, 2000 RI).

The results of the Operable Unit Three investigations, along with information obtained from

previous investigations were used to charactenze the four source areas as described within the
section of this ROD entitled, DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE AREAS. Information obtained
during previous investigations was used to generate the Operable Unit Three feasibility study,

which in turn, provides the basis for this ROD.



SITE CHARACTERISTICS

INTRODUCTION

This ROD addresses the overall site remedy for the four major source areas that are contributing
to the overall groundwater contamination within the Southeast Rockford Superfund Site. The
four source areas encompass an area of three miles by two and a half miles, as shown in Figure 1.
Groundwater contamination within this area has occurred in the sand and gravel aquifer that is
contained within a buried bedrock valley. Generally the contamination follows the bedrock
valley and the direction of groundwater flow is east to west, towards the Rock River. The
problems within the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site are
complex and interrelated. As a result, The Illinois EPA has divided the remediation efforts into
four source areas. Each Source Area is described in the following paragraphs.

AREA -

Source Area 4 1s situated in a mixed industrial, commercial and residential area located east of
Marshall Street and south of Harrison Avenue. Area 4 is comprised of the former machine shop
(Swebco Manufacturing, Inc.) located at 2630 Marshall Street and a residential trailer park
(Barrett’s) located on the northeast portion of Area 4. According to previous site investigation
results, elevated concentrations of dichloroethane (TCA) were detected in soil at a depth of eight
feet below ground surface (bgs) in the former machine shop loading dock and parking lot areas.
Also, elevated concentrations of chlorinated VOCs were detected in several down-gradient
groundwater monitoring wells. These groundwater results indicate that Area 4 is impacting the
site-wide groundwater. No elevated concentrations of chlorinated VOCs were detected in the
trailer park area.

AREA 7

Source Area 7 is primarily an open grassy area located at the east terminus of Balsam Lane.
Area 7 encompasses a city park (Ekberg Park) and an open area containing wooded areas.
Ekberg Park consists of a basketball court, tenms court, and a playground. The open field and
wooded areas exist south of the park on a hillside that slopes to the north. Two small valleys
merge at the base of the hill, allowing surface water to drain northward into an unnamed creek.
Private residences border Area 7 on the east and southeast.

Part of Area 7’s past history includes a gravel pit as shown on the Rockford South Quadrangle
map (USGS 1976). Examination of aenal photographs since the 1950s indicates that various
activities have occurred at this location. In particular, a 1970 aerial photo shows areas of
excavation and disturbed ground in two large areas centered at about 600 and 1,300 feet cast of
the east end of Balsam Lane. A third suspect area is located along the small tributary valleys
passing from southeast to northeast of Balsam Lane. In these valleys, debris and areas void of
vegetation are visible on 1958, 1964 and 1970 aerial photos. I[n addition, the Illinots EPA and
the U.S. EPA have received several past reports of illegal dumping in Area 7.



Based on previous site investigation results, elevated concentrations of ethylbenzenc, toluene,
xylene (ETX) and chlorinated VOCs were detected in soil in the northern portion of Area 7. The
vertical extent of soil contamination extends to a depth of 27 to 29 feet. Chlorinated VOCs were
also detected in shallow groundwater and surface water in the unnamed creek. The groundwater
results indicate that Source Area 7 is impacting the site-wide groundwater.

AREA 11

Area 11 is located north of Harrison Avenue and east of 11th street. Historically, manufacturing
activities in Area 11 included the production of paint and various varnish products for the
furmiture industry, as well as gears and rollers for newspaper presses. Presently, a restaurant, a
machinery painting facility and a wood products supplier are active in Area 11.

The Area 11 groundwater contaminant plume consists primarily of aromatics (xylene, toluene
‘and ethylbenzene), although elevated concentrations (up to 2,900 ppb) of several chlorinated
VOC:s are also present. Results from the Phase 11 remedial investigation (CDM 1995) indicate
the presence of a NAPL within Area 11. A NAPL is a liquid usually comprised of hydrocarbons
such as fuels or solvents that do not mix with groundwater in the aquifer. The NAPL within
Area 11 is a light NAPL, as indicated by its presence near the top of the water table. The
thickness of the NAPL in Area 11 is generally five to ten feet, but at some points, may approach
25 feet.

AREA 9/10

Area 9/10 is an industrial area that is bounded by 11" Street on the east, 23™ Avenue on the
north, Harrison Avenue on the south and 6™ Street on the west. This part of the study area has a
long history of industrial activity that extends as far back as 1926. At that time, the Rockford
Milling Machine and Rockford Tool companies merged to become the Sundstrand Machine Tool
Company which is located at the northwest corner of 11™ Street and Harrison Avenue (Lundin
1989). Industries in the area include Sundstrand Corporation's Plant #1, the former Mid-States
Industrial facility, Nylint Corporation warehouse (formerly occupied by General Electric), Paoli
Manufacturing, Rockford Products Corporation, Rohrbacher Manufacturing, and J. L. Clark.

According to previous investigations, an outdoor drum storage area associated with the former
Sundstrand Plant #2 was located at the southwest corner of the Sundstrand parking lot (9" Street
and 23" Avenue). From 1962 to 1985, various 55-gallon drums of VOC-bearing materials
including tetrachloroethene (PCE), TCA, toluene, acetone and methylene chloride were stored in
this area. In addition, from 1962 through 1987, the dock area at Sundstrand Plant #1 housed
approximately 14 underground storage tanks (USTs). These USTs were constructed of steel and
contained solvents, cutting oils, fuel oil and jet fuel (JP4). The solvents included PCE, TCA and
solvents that were used for parts cleaning.

12



DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE AREAS

SOURCE AREA 4

Source Area 4 is bounded by Harrison Avenue to the north, Alton Avenue to the south, and
Marshall Street to the west (sec Figurc 2). Barrett’s Mobile Home Park is located just east of the
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Figure 2. Source Area 4 Map

area. The source of contamination is believed to be leaking underground storage tanks beneath
the parking lot of Swebco Manufacturing, Inc., located at 2630 Marshall Street (CDM, 1993 2-
14). Swebco was a precision machining shop that produced metal parts. The property is
approximately one acre in size and is currently zoned light industrial. The properties
surrounding Area 4 are currently zoned either residential or light industrial and include small
businesses and single-family homes. Officials with the City of Rockford Planning Division

indicate the future plans for Area 4 and surrounding properties are consistent with current uses
(Dust).

linois EPA Bureau of Land files indicate that Swebco Manufacturing, Inc. used three
underground storage tanks. The underground storage tanks are located beneath the parking lot at
the facility and available information indicates they are likely to be empty (CDM, 2000 RI 1-5).
The contents of the tanks have been reported to be fuel oil and waste oil (CDM, 2000 RI 1-5). It
1s suspected that the waste oil may have contained 1,1,1-TCA, which is a noncarcinogen.

Soil borings performed within Area 4 to depths of approximately 30 feet bgs indicate the
subsurface is largely comprised of medium grain sand (CDM, 1995 Appendix A). The borings
also indicate that the sand is overlain with approximately five feet of silty topsoil in most areas.
Groundwater is encountered at approximately 29 feet bgs (CDM, 2000 RI 3-1). Groundwater in
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the unconsolidated sediments beneath Area 4 flows in a west-northwest direction (CDM, 1995 Rl
4-41).

During Phase II of the Operable Unit Two remedial investigation (December 1992), high
concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA were found in soils beneath a parking lot at the Swebco facility
(CDM, 1995 RI 4-37,4-41). Further investigation identified soil contamination at concentrations
up to 510 parts per million (ppm) and appears to extend to a depth of 35 fect (CDM, 2000 RI 3-
1). The extent of contaminated soils is an area approximately 50 by 75 feet, with the long axis
oriented east-west (CDM, 2000 RI 3-1). Assuming a thickness of eight feet and an average
1,1,1-TCA soil concentration of 275 ppm, the volume of highly contaminated soil was estimated
at 1,100 cubic yards, with a weight of 1,1,1-TCA at 977 pounds (CDM, 2000 RI 4-41). As 1,1,1-
TCA from the contaminated soils are water soluble, contaminants from Area 4 are highly mobile
in groundwater, as evidenced by high levels of 1,1,1-TCA (1 ppm) in down-gradient wells
(CDM, 1995 RI 4-99). The cause of contamination is believed to be a single source which
consists mostly of 1,1,1 TCA (CDM, 2000 RI 3-1). Table 1 shows the maximum concentrations
of the contaminants of concern at Area 4.

Soil Gas and Indoor Air

Soil gas (air in the void spaces within soil) concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA at Area 4 range from
below detection limits to 7.2 ppm (CDM, 2000 R1 3-3). Residential air sampling identified
1,1,1-TCA, TCE, PCE, 1,1-DCA, and 1,1-Dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE) in the indoor air of
homes within the area (CDM, 1995 RI 4-83). The 1995 RI Report concluded that the results
could not be directly correlated with groundwater contamination. The report also concluded that
concentrations for all compounds were below health-based air guidelines available in 1995
(CDM, 1995 RI 4-85, 90). Because the majority of the indoor air samples with significant
detections were those taken from sump pits in basements of homes in Area 4, IDPH
recommended that the pits be filled to limit potential exposure. Contact with the owners of
homes with sump pits indicated that many had taken the advice of IDPH and filled the pits.

U.S. EPA has recently begun to consider new air screening values. After reevaluating the indoor
air data from homes near Area 4, U.S. EPA and Illinois EPA have decided to conduct additional
air sampling in the homes to ensure that concentrations are below levels of concern. Illinois EPA
plans to conduct the sampling and analysis during the remedial design phase, but actual
fieldwork may not begin until sometime in 2002.

As part of the Five Year Review obligation to ensure that a remedy remains protective of health
and the environment, Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA will continue to evaluate new developments in
this field. When conducting future indoor air sampling, the Agencies will determine if
homeowner activities or hobbies might have influenced sampling results. After accounting for
such factors, the Agencies would consider a variety of possible responses such as checking soil
gas pathways between the site and residence; determining whether additional measures should be
taken to increase the capture zone of the area soil remedy and whether it may be appropriate to
install air purifying canisters in the homes.
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Table 1. Contaminants of Concern at Source Area 4

Contaminant' SOIL (ppm) GROUNDWATER
(ppb)
Concentration Range in Soil | Remediation
Goal Concentration | MCL
Above 10 feet Below 10
feet
Volatile Organics - T I e Coar oA
1,1-Dichloroethene BDL BDL 0.062 BDL-10J
1,1,1-Trichloroethane BDL-0.11 BDL-510.0 9.118° BDL-1,000 200
Trichloroethene BDL-0.025 BDL 0.062 BDL-28 5
Semivolatile TR e h , i e i ine
Benzo (a) anthracene BDL-5.6 BDL 09?2 NA NA
Benzo(L )fluoranthene 0.06-11 BDL 1.38°6 NA NA
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.07-11 BDL 1.85° NA NA
Benzo(a)pyrene BDL-1.1 BDL 0.23° NA NA
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene BDL- 0.43 BDL 0.09° NA NA
Metals r il
Beryllium 0.2-0.7 NA 1517 NA NA

Notes:

ppm - Parts per million or milligrams per kilogram

ppb -  Parts per billion or micrograms per liter

MCL- Maximum Contaminant Level developed pursuant to Safe Drinking Water Act

BDL- Below detection limit of laboratory instruments or methods

NA -  Compound was not analyzed or measured in laboratory

J - Value is estimated based on laboratory resuits

1 Only compounds that exceed Tier 1 screening level in soil or an MCL in groundwater are included
in Table. Compounds in bold text are contaminants of concern for soil, and associated
remediation objectives shall be attained through remediation. Remediation objectives shown for
all other compounds are only for informational purposes. See section entitied “Remedial Action
Objectives” for details.

2 Remediation Goal is the Tier 1 residential screening levei for soil for direct contact.

3 Remediation Goal Calculated using equation R15 of TACO that takes attenuation into account.

4 Only Tier 1 residential screening levels for soil for direct contact are considered for semivolatiles
because semivolatiles are not currently groundwater contaminants and are not expected to
become groundwater contaminants.

5 Compound will be evaluated further through sampling during remedial design. Although
compound exceeds Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for direct contact, it is not considered
a chemical of concern at this time because semivolatiles’ are prevalent in environment and not
found in groundwater.

6 95% Upper Confidence Limit on background concentrations

7 Upper Tolerance Limit on site-specific beryilium background concentrations.
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Surface Soils

Surface soil samples from Area 4 identified several VOCs including 1.1,1-TCA at concentrations
up to 0.1 ppm (CDM, 1995 RI 4-34). Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PNAs), and
compounds associated with pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were also identified
in Area 4 soils. Concentrations of PCBs and pesticides found in Area 4 surface soils do not pose
a threat to human health. Concentrations of individual PNAs ranged from non-detection (ND) to
16 ppm (CDM, 2000 RI Table 3-1). Concentrations of PCBs and pesticides ranged from ND to
0.100 ppm (CDM, 1995 RI 4-34) and ND to 0.026 ppm (CDM, 2000 RI Table 3-1).

Sub-Surface Soils .

Sub-surface soil samples from approximately three to ten feet bgs surface at Area 4 showed
higher concentrations of VOCs, PNAs and pesticides. Elevated concentrations of VOCs and
PNAs were found primarily in two soil borings (SB4-1 and SB4-5) taken beneath the parking lot
at the facility. Elevated concentrations in both borings were found around 30 feet bgs with
individual VOCs (1,1,1-TCA) up to 510 ppm (CDM, 2000 RI 3-14) and PNAs, such as

_ naphthalene, up to 3 ppm (CDM, 1995 RI 4-40). The highest concentration of an individual
pesticide compound in the subsurface was 0.005 ppm (CDM, 1995 RI 4-40). Inorganic
compounds were detected in Area 4 at levels below background.

Groundwater

Significant groundwater contamination exists beneath and down gradient of Area 4. Elevated
levels of 1,1,1-TCA and TCE were identified in wells down gradient of the facility at
concentrations of 1.0 ppm and 0.02 ppm, respectively. The potential pathways of contaminant
migration include groundwater and void spaces in soils (e.g. soil gas). Soil gas concentrations of
1,1,1-TCA in the immediate vicinity of Area 4 range from below detection limits to 7.2 ppm
(CDM, 2000 RI 3-3). Surface migration of contaminants is not likely, given that most of Area 4
1s paved.

Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (NAPL)

Soil boring SB4-202 taken in the northern part of Swebco’s parking lot tested positive for the
presence of a light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) directly above and within the top portion
of the saturated zone. SB4-204 is believed to be right at the source of the area’s contamination
and contained 510 ppm of 1,1,1-TCA. LNAPL was found present at the source from 27 to 35
feet bgs and was not found in deeper portions of SB4-202 (CDM, 2000 RI 3-14). Soil boring
SB4-202 encountered a low permeability clay layer from approximately 62 feet bgs through 65
feet bgs, where the boring was terminated. In most cases, compounds found at Area 4 are
considered to be Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs). The physical and chemical
properties of DNAPL compounds cause them to sink through the groundwater until geologic
material with a low permeability (such as clay) is encountered. However, DNAPLs do not
always present themselves as a phase separate from water and the presence of other less dense
solvents may change the DNAPL compound’s behavior in the subsurface (U.S. EPA,
Groundwater). Visual examination and headspace analysis on soil samples obtained directly
above the clay layer did not exhibit DNAPL presence (CDM, 2000 RI App. B).




SOURCE AREA 7

Source Area 7 is located in the most southeastern portion of the Southeast Rockford Superfund
Site, northwest of the intersection of Alpine and Sandy Hollow Road. Specifically, Area 7 is
located at the eastern end of Balsam Lane (see Figure 3). The area contains Ekberg Park, a
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Figure 3. Source Area 7 Map

municipal park owned and maintained by the Rockford Park District. The park consists of open
grassland, paved tennis and basketball courts, a children’s playground, and a parking area. The
park is zoned residential and the City’s future plans are consistent with current use (Dust). Area
7 also includes privately owned agricultural land and wooded areas to the south and north of the
park (Dust). Surface water drainage at Area 7 follows the area’s topography that slopes
downward from south to north. Two small valleys merge at the base of the hillside on the south
of the area and feed into an unnamed creek that borders the north side of the site. Residential
areas border the area to the east and west.

Elevated concentrations of VOCs in monitoring well number 106 (MW106) and aerial
photographs showing ground surface excavations helped to identify Area 7 as an area of concern
(CDM, 1995 RI 4-12). Part of Area 7 was once a gravel pit, as shown on historical maps
compiled by the United States Geological Survey. Examination of aerial photographs since the
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1950s identifies areas of excavation and disturbed ground cast of the cnd of Balsam Lane. In
addition, U.S. EPA has received reports of illegal dumping in the area in the past (CDM, 2000 Rl
1-5).

The geology at Area 7 consists of a heterogeneous combination of sands, silts, and clays that
overlay dolomite bedrock. The heterogeneous nature of the geology at Area 7 correlates well
with reports of past activities such as quarrying and land filling. Groundwater in both the upper
unconsolidated and bedrock aquifer travels in a northwest direction. Depth to groundwater
ranges from 36 feet at MW 135 located south of the park, to 13 feet in MW 134 within the park, to
less than two feet in MW 105 near the creek (CDM, 1995 RI Table 3-3).

Soil Gas and Indoor Air

Soil gas surveys completed in May 1992 and February 1993 identified 1,1,1-TCA, PCE and TCE
at levels ranging up to 3.8 ppm, 1.1 ppm and 0.690 ppm respectively (CDM, 1995 RI 4-14, and
17). The highest concentration for the sum of 1,1,1-TCA, PCE and TCE concentrations in soil
gas was 5.59 ppm obtained south of the basketball courts (CDM, 1995 RI 4-15). Soil gas data
obtained in 1996 identified concentrations for the sum of 1,1,1-TCA, PCE and TCE ranging up
to 460 ppm in areas north of the children’s playground; however, the 1996 data were generated
using different procedures than those used in 1992 and 1993.

Residential air sampling in the vicinity of Area 7 identified levels of 1,1,1-TCA, TCE and PCE,
at levels less than those found in homes near Area 4. As with Area 4, results could not be
directly correlated with groundwater contamination. Concentrations for most compounds were
below that of indoor air studies conducted in other cities and all were below health-based air
guidelines in place in 1995 (CDM, 1995 RI 4-85, 90).

U.S. EPA has recently begun to consider new air screening values. After reevaluating the indoor
air data from homes near Area 4, U.S. EPA and Iliinois EPA have decided to conduct additional
air sampling in the homes to ensure that concentrations are below levels of concemn. Illinois EPA
plans to conduct the sampling and analysis during the remedial design phase, but actual
fieldwork may not begin until sometime in 2002.

Test Pits

Three test pits were excavated in Area 7 in June 1993. The test pits revealed metal cans; other
metal objects, glass bottles and miscellaneous trash. Soil samples taken from the test pits
identified PCE ranging up to 22 ppm, 1,1,1-TCA up to 4 ppm, and TCE up to 3 ppm (CDM,
1995 RI 4-25). Table 2 identifies concentrations of contaminants of concern found in Area 7
soils and groundwater. Soil samples from each test pit were also analyzed for Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) contaminants. Concentrations in the TCLP soil
sample from test pit 2 exceeded the TCLP regulatory level for TCE and PCE at concentrations of
1.1 ppm and 0.7 ppm, respectively (CDM, 1995 RI 4-26). '
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Surface Soils

Surface soil samples identified the presence of VOCs, PNAs, metals, and pesticides in surface
soils. Surface soil concentrations of VOCs, which are the contaminants of primary concern,
ranged up to 0.22 ppm of 1,2-Dichloroethylene (1,2-DCE), 0.04 ppm of 1,1,1 -TCA, 0.14 ppm of
TCE, and 0.4 ppm of PCE (CDM, 1995 RI 4-32). One SVOC, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate was
detected in all surface samples and could be either due to laboratory contamination or plastics
disposed of at the site (CDM, 1995 RI 4-32). With the exception of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
only two surface soil samples contained concentrations of PNAs, most notably benzo(a)pyrene at
levels up to 0.17 ppm. All semi-volatile concentrations were below site-background. Metals
concentrations in surface soils at Area 7 were compared to site-specific background
concentrations for beryllium and thallium. Pesticide concentrations in surface soils are likely due
to the agricultural activities in the area (CDM, 1995 RI 4-32).

Sub-Surface Sotls

Twenty-four soil borings were conducted at Area 7 in order to characterize the nature and extent
of contamination bgs in areas that were identified by soil gas and surface soil analysis (CDM,
1995 RI 4-43). The VOCs most often identified were TCA, PCE and xylene. The VOC 1,1,1-
TCA was found at concentrations of 360 ppm from depths of 4 to 6 feet in sample SB7-24A, and
380 ppm from depths of 15 to17 feet in sample SB7-8D (CDM, 1995 RI 4-43). PCE was
identified at levels ranging up to 260 ppm in sample SB7-8D. Xylene was identified at
concentrations ranging up to 210 ppm in SB7-10A (CDM, 1995 RI 4-43).

Subsurface sampling results from past investigations identify three primary VOC source areas
(hot spots) at Area 7. Figure 4 identifies the three hot spots located at Area 7. Notable
concentrations of total VOCs in the hot spot located at the southern portion of Area 7 (the



southern hot spot) at the confluence of the surface water drainage ditches, extends from
approximately 4 to 28 feet bgs. Significant concentrations of total VOCs in this area include:
441 ppm in SB7-14 at 4 feet bgs; 1,019 ppm in SB7-8 at 15 feet bgs; and 357 ppm in SB7-9 at
20 feet bgs (CDM, 1992 RI Figure 4-19). Notable concentrations of total VOCs in the hot spot
located just west of the tennis courts (the central hot spot) extend from approximately 19 to 23
feet bgs. Concentrations of total VOCs in the central hot spot include 35 ppm in SB7-4 at 20 feet
bgs (CDM, 1995 RI Figure 4-19). Lastly, significant concentrations of total VOCs were
identified in the northern portion of Area 7, north and west of the playground area (the northern
hot spot). Total VOC concentrations in the northem hot spot include: 627 ppm in SB-24 at 4 feet
bgs; 17 ppm in SB7-202 at 11 feet bgs; and 875 ppm in SB7-201 at 25 feet bgs (CDM, 1995 RI
Figure 4-19). Significant contamination in the northern hot spot ranges from 3 to at least 28 feet
bgs. The depth to which contamination extends in this area was not determined (the soil boring
was terminated upon encountering a clay layer rather than risk spreading contamination deeper)
(CDM, 1995 RI 3-20).

NAPL

Subsurface sampling results for VOCs that were obtained during the Operable Unit Two
remedial investigation suggest the presence of NAPL in the northern and southern hot spots in
Area 7. Specific tests designed to positively identify NAPL were not performed on soils in the
southern hot spot. The investigation of this hot spot was conducted largely during the Operable
Unit Two remedial investigation and work plans did not provide for specific tests for NAPL
presence. However, PCE concentrations found in soil sample SB7-8D taken from soil boring
SB7-8 suggest the presence of a NAPL (CDM, 1995 RI 4-48). The boring log also indicates an
elevated headspace and a strong solvent odor for sample SB7-8D (CDM, 1995 RI Appendix A).
Based on density, PCE detected within this sample would be expected to be present as a
DNAPL. DNAPLs are also known as sinkers because if they are present at high concentrations
they will sink in groundwater rather than float on top of the water table. However, VOCs that are
less dense than PCE, such as xylene, naphthalene and 2-methyl naphthalene were also identified
within soil boring SB7-8 at concentrations high enough to exist as NAPL (CDM, 1995 RI 4-48).
At higher concentrations, these compounds would usually present themselves as an LNAPL and
would float on or near the top of the water table, rather than sink. Headspace analyses noted in
the boring log for SB7-8 shows the highest readings (130 ppm) at 15 feet bgs, just below the
approximate depth at which the water table was encountered (CDM, 1995 RI Appendix A).
Headspace analysis drops to 60 ppm at 25 feet bgs, and 11 ppm at 45 feet bgs where the boring
was terminated. The decrease in headspace analysis, with depth away from the water table
indicates that if a NAPL were present in this hot spot, it would likely present itself as an LNAPL.
The decrease in headspace analysis with depth also helps to discount the presence of a DNAPL at
this area, although it cannot be ruled out.
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Table 2. Area 7 Contaminant Concentration Ranges and Preliminary Remediation Goals

Contaminant’ SOIL (ppm) GROUNDWATER
(ppb)
Concentration Range in Remediation Goals’® Concentration MCL
Soil
Above 10 Below 10 Proximal Distal Area-
feet feet wide
Voiatile Crganics . ? _ i
Benzene 3 BDL BDL022 | 003° 0.03° 08
Chloroform 3 BDL BDL-0.57 0.0006 * 0.0006 * 0.3 BDL-23
Chlorobenzene 3 BDL BDL-1.6 1.04 1.0 130
1,1-Dichloroethene BDL-0.003 BDL-1.3 0.06* 0.06* 700 BDL-180J 7
1,2-Dichloroethane BDL-0.008 BDL-0.18 0.02* 0.02* 04 BDL-13 5
1,2-Dichloroethene(total) BDL-49.0 BDL-47.0 0.94155 11.58258 1200 BDL-5,900 1708
Ethylbenzene BDL-26.0 BDL-31.0 57.347° 1447 400 B8DL-31,000 700
Methylene Chloride B8DL-0.03 BDL-0.01 16957 16957 13
Tetrachloroethene B8DL-110.0 BDL-260.0 1.465° 947 11 BDL-1, 200 5
Toluene BDL-23.0 BDL-23.0 2557 2557 650 BDL- 170 1,000
1,1,1-Trichloroethane BDL-360.0 BDIL.-460.0 108.033 ° 4997 1200 BDL-8,000 200
1,1,2-Trichloroethane BDL-0.004 BDL-0.46 0.619° 56.315° 1800 BDL 5
Trichloroethene BDL-24.0 BDL-130.0 0.310° 7.220° 5 BDL-650 5
Vinyl Chloride BDL BDL 0.01* 0.01°* 0.03 BDL-75 2
Xylenes (total) BDL-210.0 BDL-190.0 1197 1197 410 BDL -1,100 10,000
Semivolatile Organics [k y o} oo T
2.4 Dinitrotoluene ° BOL- 1.50
Metals e 5
Beryllium 0..’.1 3”-(4).66 ‘ _
Pesticides
Dieldrin ® BDL-0.036 BDL-0.002 NC T NC 0.004 ¢ F NA NA

Notes:
ppm - Parts per million or milligrams per kilogram

ppb -
MCL-

J

BDL-
NA-
NC-

1

Parts per billion or micrograms per liter
Maximum Contaminant Level developed pursuant to Safe Drinking Water Act

- Value is estimated based on laboratory results

Below detection limit of laboratory instruments or methods
Compound was not analyzed or measured in laboratory
Remediation objective not calculated

Only compounds that exceed Tier 1 screening level in soil or an MCL in groundwater are included in Table.
Compounds in bold text are contaminants of concern for soil and associated remediation goals shall be attained
through remediation. Remediation objectives shown for all other compounds are only for informational purposes.
Remediation goal split into three goals. Two are for protection of groundwater for two different “hot spots": Proximal
is the hot spot closest to the Groundwater Management Zone boundary while distal is the hot spot farthest away.
The third remediation goal is for direct contact with soil and applies to all of Area 7.
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Benzene, chloroform and chlorobenzene are not considered chemicals of concern because they were only
detected in a small percentage of soil samples (less than 2%).

Remediation goal is the Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for protection of groundwater.
Remediation goal calculated using equation R15 of TACO that takes attenuation into account.

No MCL is available for 1,2-Dichloroethene (total). Therefore, MCL for cis-1,2-Dichloroethene is used to
calculate soil remediation objectives as well as to evaluate groundwater contamination.

Soit Saturation Limit used. TACO stipulates that remediation goals cannot exceed the soil saturation limit.
Therefore, when equation R15 of TACO generated a remediation objective greater than the saturation limit,
the saturation limit is used instead.

2,4-Dinitrotoluene and Dieldrin not included as a chemical of concern because they were not found in the
groundwater. 2,4- Dinitrotoluene was detected in one out of three soil samples at concentrations above its
Tier 1 residential screening level for ingestion. However, 2,4-Dinitrotoluene was not included as a chemical
of cancern for the following reasons: the concentration for 2,4- Dinitrotoluene was estimated; it was only
detected at five feet below the ground surface; and, it was only detected in 1 out of 3 samples. The sample
containing 2,4- Dinitrotoluene is within a hot spot to be addressed by proposed alternatives.

Site specific background value. For beryllium, the value is the Upper Tolerance Limit on background data.

The northern hot spot was investigated during Operable Unit Three and the work plan provided
for testing designed to identify NAPL. Analysis performed on soil samples obtained in the.
northern hot spot within Area 7 positively identified NAPL. A total VOC concentration of 875
ppm was identified in the soil sample taken from SB7-201 at 25 feet bgs. NAPL in sotls from 25
to 27 feet bgs from SB7-201 was identified visually. In addition, a shaker dye test was
performed that confirmed the presence of NAPL from 25 to 27 feet bgs. SB7-201 was
terminated at 27 feet, after the boring encountered a clay layer (CDM, 1995 RI 4-48). Many of
the compounds detected in the sample obtained from 25 to 27 feet bgs are commonly associated
with DNAPLS (U.S. EPA, Groundwater). Additionally, the presence of free product
approximately 13 feet below the water table and directly above an impermeable clay layer are
indicative of DNAPL.

Concentrations of total VOCs in the central hot spot located just west of the tennis courts are not
indicative of NAPL, as evidenced by soil boring SB7-4. Concentrations of total VOCs in the
central hot spot include 35 ppm in SB7-4 at 20 feet bgs (CDM, 1995 R1 Figure 4-19).
Concentrations greater than 1% of a contaminant’s solubility are strongly indicative of the
presence of NAPL. These concentrations were shown by the shaker dye tests performed in the
area (CDM, 1995 RI Appendix A). Headspace analysis results indicate that the most highly
contaminated zone within SB7-4 is 20 feet bgs (approximately 10 feet below the water table),
and headspace analysis results decrease down to zero at 37 feet bgs helping to rule out the
possibility for DNAPL (CDM, 1995 RI Appendix A).

Groundwater

Groundwater samples taken from monitoring wells MW 135 and MW 106A (located down
gradient from Area 7) had concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA at 8 ppm and 7.9 ppm, respectively.
Other VOCs detected in the groundwater (down gradient of Area 7) include PCE, TCE, 1,2-DCE
(total), vinyl chloride and ethyl benzene. Table 2 identifies concentrations of primary
contaminants of concern identified within the groundwater near Area 7.
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Surface Water and Sediment
In June 1996, samples were taken from surface water and sediments in the unnamed creek at the

north end of Area 7. This was necessary to determinc if past activities had affected the creek.
Figure 4 illustrates Area 7 surface water and sediment sampling locations. Four creek sediment
samples were obtained during the Operable Unit Three remedial investigation. Only one VOC,
1,2-dichloropropane (1,2-DCP) was identified within the sediment. Concentrations of 1,2-DCP
ranged up to 0.007 ppm (CDM, 2000 RI 3-22). The PNAs fluoranthene, pyrene, benzo (a)
anthracene and chrysene were detected in every sediment sample (CDM, 2000 RI 3-26).
Pesticides and PCBs were also detected in the creek sediment

Three surface water samples were obtained from the creek. Six VOCs were detected, 1,1,1-TCA,
TCE, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, 1,2-DCE and chloroethane. There was no discernable pattern in the
distribution of contaminants detected in surface water samples. Total VOCs were identified at
0.09 ppm upstream, as compared to 0.065 ppm downstream. Total VOCs in surface water at the
confluence of the surface water drainage ditch and the unnamed creek were 0.111 ppm (CDM,

2000 RI _-26).

On December 16, 1998, Illinois EPA obtained additional samples of the surface water and
sediments within the creek. The objective of the sampling event was to provide more
information regarding the type and source of contaminants. A total of six samples were taken
from the creek - two sediment samples and four surface water samples. Sampling locations for
this event are also identified within Figure 4. The December 1998 sampling event identified
several compounds that were not detected during the 1996 investigation (Takas). In addition,
higher concentrations of several compounds that had been previously detected were identified
(Takas). Table 3 summarizes the concentrations of contaminants identified in the sediment
during both the 1996 and 1998 investigations. Table 4 summarizes the concentrations of
contaminants identified in the surface water during both the 1996 and 1998 investigations.
Construction activities on the property south of the creek have resulted in an altering of the
creeks natural drainage. Additional sampling may be required because of these activities.
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Table 3. Area 7 Creek Sediment Concentrations and Ecological Benchmarks (mg/kg)

Sample Locations

Analyte X102 A7CS-4 | A7CS-1 A7CS-2 X101 A7CS-3 Benchmark
Naphthalene (A) ND ND ND ND 0.063 (1) ND 0.0346 (2,3)
Acenaphthene (A) ND ND ND ND 0.170 ND 0.00671 (2,3)
Dibenzofuran (A) ND ND ND ND 0.091 ND -

Fluorene (A) ND ND ND ND 0.180 ND 0.010 (4)
Anthracene (A) ND ND ND ND 0.240 ND 0.03162 (5)
Carbazole (A) ND ND ND ND 0.310 ND -
Fluoranthene (B) ND 0.590 0.240J 0.092 J 1.600 0.120J | 0.03146 (4)
Pyrene (B) ND 0.140J 0.086 J 0.042J 1.300 0.100 J | 0.04427 (4)
Benzo(a)anthracene (B) ND 0.230J 0.120J 0.038 J 0.690 0.054J | 0.0317 (2)
Chrysene (B) ND 0.270 J 0.130J 0.044 ) 0.740 0.069J | 0.02683 (4)
Benzo(b) fluoranthene (B) ND 0.510 0.250J 0.094 4 0.870 0.1200 |-
Benzo(a)pyrene (B) ND 0.054 4 ND ND 0.590 ND 0.0319 (2)
Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene ND ND ND ND 0.440 ND 0.01732 (4)
I(Jl?g)enzo(a,h)anthracene ND ND ND ND 0.110 ND 0.00622 (2,3)
(Bﬁ;)nzo(g,h.i)peryiene (A) ND ND ND ND 0.390 ND 0.170 (6)
Di-n-butylphthalate (A) 0.110 ND ND ND ND ND -
Chloromethane (A) ND ND ND ND 013 ND

Vinyl chloride (A) 0.028 ND ND ND ND ND -
Chloroethane (A) 0.014 ND ND ND ND ND -

Acetone (A) 0.029 ND ND ND .014 ND -
1,1-Dichloroethane (A) 0.110 ND ND ND ND ND -
1.2-Dichloroethane (total) 0.190 ND ND ND ND ND -

(1A1) 1-Trichioroethane (A) 0.062 ND ND ND ND ND -

Heptachlor epoxide (A) ND 0.0026 0.00060 (2)
Barium (A) 101.00 -- - - 16 - -

Calcium (A) 8530 - -- -- 29100 -- -

Cobalt (A) 5.10 - - - ND - -

fron (A) 13400.0 -- -~ -- 6690 -- -

Potassium (A) 132%,00 - - - ND - -
Magnesium (A) 5210 -~ - -- 14400 - -

Sodium (A) 551.00 - -- - 247 - .

Lead (A) 88.90 - -- -- ND - 30.20 (3)
Vanadium (A) 31.20 -- -- - 121 -- -
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Notes:

A Compound not evaluated in March 1999 Ecological Risk Assessment and exceeds existing screening
benchmark or no benchmark exists

B Compound detected at concentration higher than that which was evaluated in March 1999 Ecological Risk

Assessment

Value is estimated based on laboratory results

Concentrations shown in bold exceed ecological screening benchmark

Canada ir::=rim = Canadian Sediment Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life - Interim Freshwater

Sediment Quality Guidelines (ISQGs) http://www ec.gc.ca/ceqg-rcqe/sediment.htm

3 Florida threshold = Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Water Policy - Sediment Quality
Assessment Guidelines (SQAGSs) Threshold Effect Levels
http://www.dep.state. fl.us/[dwm/documents/sediment/default.htm (Table 5, p.77)

4 NOAA lowest threshold = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Screening Quick Reference
Tables (SQUIRTSs) - Freshwater Sediment Lowest ARCs H. azteca Threshold Effect Level (TEL)
http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/living/SQuiRT/SQuiRT .html

5 ARCS probable = Assessment and Remediation of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS) Program of National
Biological Service for U.S. EPA Great Lakes National Program Office - Probable Effect Concentration (PEC)
hitp://www .hsrd.ornl.gov/ecorisk/reports.html (sediment report, Table 4, p.17)

6 Ontario low = Ontario Ministry of the Environment - Lowest Effect Level
bttp://www hsrd.ornl.gov/ecorisk/reports.html (sediment report, Table 4, p.17)
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Table 4. Surface Water Contaminant Concentrations and Ecological Screening
Benchmarks (ug/L)

Sample Locations
Analyte $202 S204 A7SW-3 | S203 | A7SW-1 | A7SW-2 | S201 | BENCHMARK
bis(2-Ethylhexyl) ND ND ND 13.00 ND ND ND -
phthalate (A)
Vinyl chloride (A) 48 J ND ND ND ND ND ND -
Chloroethane (B) 87J ND 10 ND ND ND ND -
Acetone (A) ND ND ND ND ND ND 17.00 -
1,1-Dichloroethene (B) 88 ND ND ND 1J ND ND -
1,1-Dichloroethane (B) 1300.00 ND 30 ND 19 13 ND -
1,2-Dichloroethene (B) 2200.00 ND 42 ND 54 31 ND -
Chloroform (A) 10.00 ND ND ND ND ND ND -
Trichloroethene (B) 22.00 ND 1J ND 1J ND ND -
Xylene (total) (A) 21.00 ND ND ND ND ND ND -
Aluminum (A} 6310 27900.00 - 7770 - -- 428 5-100.00 (3)
Chromium (A) 7.4 46.90 (7) -~ 14.0 -- -- ND 11, 74 (5)
Copper (A) 9.6 84.90 - 43.2 - - ND 9.00 (5)
Iron (A) 9946 527000 -- 251000 - - 6650 1000.00 (5)
Lead (A) 11.5 108 -- 54.4 - -- ND 2.50 (5)
Antimony (A) ND 7 -- 3.7 - -- ND 3.0 (6)
Zinc (A) 49 340 - 193 - - 76 120.00 (5)
Notes:
A Compound not evaluated in March 1999 Ecological Risk Assessment and exceeds existing screening

benchmark or no benchmark exists
Compound detected at concentration higher than that which was evaluated in March 1999 Ecological Risk

Value is estimated based on laboratory results
Concentrations in bold exceed ecological screening benchmark

Canada = Canadian Water Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life - Freshwater Water Quality

LN Coeoabe
NOAA = Nanonal Oceamc and Atmosphenc Admtmstratuon Screening Quick Reference Tables (SQUIRTSs)

R L TR SISTEIN TR : ; RSN EE N AL (3
AWQC = U. S EPA Amblent Water Quallty Cntena Freshwater Cnterlon Continuous Concentration
(CCC) National Recommended Water Quality Criteria - Correction EPA 822-Z-99-001 April 1999. For
chromium, 11ug/L and 74ug/L are the criteria for Chromium +3, and Chromium +6, respectively.
NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmosphenc Administration Screenmg Qunck Reference Tables (SQUIRTSs)
- Freshwater Chronic http g o B TRt . a

8
Assessment
J
1
2 Ninois EPA Water Quality Criteria
3
Guidelines
4
- Freshwater Acute
5
6
7 Concentration is for Chromium +3
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SOURCE AREA 9/10

Source Areas Nine and Ten have been combined and evaluated together as Area 9/10. Area 9/10
is an industrial area that is bounded by Eleventh Street on the east, Twenty-third Avenue on the
north, Harrison Avenue on the south and sixth street on the west. The properties to the
immediate north of Area 9/10, across Twenty-third Avenue, are residential and are zoned as
such. South of Area 9/10, across Harnson Avenue, properties are used for both commercial and
residential purposes. Area 9/10 is zoned as light industrial, while the properties to the south are
zoned mixed residential and commercial (Dust). Future uses for Area 9/10 and adjacent
properties planned by the City of Rockford are consistent with current uses (Dust). Figure 5
provides graphical information for Area 9/10. Problems regarding site access and concern over
underground utilities at Area 9/10 have limited past investigations and their ability to provide
complete and accurate information about the sources located in this area.
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Figure 5. Source Area 9/10 Map

Area 9/10 has a history of industrial activity that extends back as far as 1926, when the Rockford
Milling Machine and Rockford Tool companies merged to become the Sundstrand Machine Tool
Company, located at the northwest corner of Eleventh Street and Harrison Avenue (Lunden).
Current industries that operate in the area include Sundstrand Corporation’s Plant #1, Paoli
Manufacturing, Rockford Products Corporation, and J.L. Clark. Mid-States Industrial Company



(also known as Rockford Power Machinery) Nylint Corporation, and Rohrbacher Manufacturing
were also primary facilities in the area, but are no longer in operation (CDM, 2000 RI 1-7, 3-55).
The geology at Area 9/10 is unconsolidated sand and gravel to a depth of at least 101 feet bgs, as
determined by SB9/10-201. No clay or silt units were encountered (with the exception of some
fill material within eight feet of the ground surface) in the borings conducted by CDM for the
Operable Unit Three investigation. Information from boring logs for two borings conducted near
the intersection of Ninth and Harrison Avenue indicate that the unconsolidated sand and gravel in
Area 9/10 continues to approximately 235 feet bgs, where bedrock 1s encountered. One of the
boring logs from Illinois State Geological Survey well records identifies a till unit from 120 to
130 feet bgs. Borehole drilling just west of Area 9/10 at the intersection of Twenty-third Avenue
and Fourth Street indicated that the unconsolidated sediments are at least 169 feet thick, with a
12-foot-thick clay unit from 132 to 144 feet bgs. The water table at Area 9/10 is generally
encountered between 30 and 35 feet bgs (CDM, 2000 RI 3-55, 57).

Investigation results, summarized below, indicate that significant sources of VOC contamination
exist within Area 9/10. Four primary potential source locations within Area 9/10 were
investigated and are discussed below.

Sundstrand Plant #1

Available information regarding Sundstrand Plant #1 (Illinois EPA /04e Requests; Harding
Lawson Associates 1992) documents the existence of three major potential source areas at the
facility: (1) the Outdoor Storage Area; (2) the loading dock; and (3) the Waste Recycling Area.
Additional sources of contamination include underground storage tanks (USTs) located
throughout the facility and other historical solid waste management units (SWMUSs). Some of the
other SWMUs contained within the facility include a wastewater treatment plant, an old plating
area, a sodium dichromate line, an old dichromate line and an old drum wash area. The Outdoor
Storage Area, formerly located at the southwest corner of Ninth Street and Twenty-third Avenue,
was used to store VOCs. Soils located below this area had elevated concentrations of VOCs.
Additionally, an underground storage tank (UST) adjacent to the Outdoor Storage Area was used
to store VOCs.

During its history, Plant 1 has contained numerous USTs related to different activities at the
facility. These USTSs ranged in capacity from 500 gallons to 10,000 gallons, and numbered up to
40 USTs at any one time. Records indicate that many old USTs have been removed or
abandoned in place for a variety of reasons, including leaking tanks. Construction of some of the
USTs and their associated piping systems include many that were made of steel. The loading
dock at Plant #1 has contained approximately 14 USTs at various times between 1962 and 1987.
USTs at Plant 1 contained a variety of materials including: chlorinated solvents, stoddard
solvent; cutting oils; fuel oils; lapping oil; 1318 oil; rust oil; DTE 25 o1l; mineral spints (7024 or
Naphthol spirits); petroleum naphtha; gasoline; and jet fuel (JP4, JP5, and JP8). Some of the
tanks within the facility were used to contain waste materials such as: used JP4; used 7024,
waste oil; and solvents (PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, Stoddard). The Waste Recycling Area is the
third potential source at Sundstrand’s Plant #1. The Waste Recycling Area is located inside the
facility, and 1s up gradient of the west end of the Nylint building (CDM, 2000 RI 3-75,76).
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Mid-States Industrial
A drum storage area at the Mid-States Industrial facility (formerly Rockford Power machinery) s
another potential source at Area 9/10. Trichloroethene was 1dentified in the shallow soils in this

vicinity up to 67 ppm (Fehr-Graham Associates, 1989).

Nylint
Investigations were conducted at the property leased by Nylint during the Operable Unit Three

remedial investigation. High concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA were found in soil gas at the west end
of the building, suggesting a potential nearby source. Soils samples from the area did not detect
elevated VOCs, indicating that soil gas is either migrating from an adjacent area (where soil
samples were not collected), or that volatilization from the groundwater is responsible for
observed soil gas concentrations (CDM, 2000 RI 3-76).

Rockford Products

Elevated concentrations of VOCs in soil gas (greater than 1,000 ppb) at the Rockford Products
facility on Ninth Street indicate this is a potential source. As with Nylint, soil samples from the
area did not detect elevated VOCs, indicating that soil gas is either migrating from an adjacent
area (possibly beneath the building) or volatilizing from the groundwater. It should be noted that
the location of elevated soil gas concentrations is down gradient from Sundstrand Plant #1's
Outdoor Storage Area. Migration of VOCs from the Outdoor Storage Area and volatilization
from the groundwater could be the cause of elevated soil gas concentrations. Information
currently available does not allow for a determination of all sources of contamination in Source

Area 9/10.

Soil Gas

The soil gas investigation conducted as a part of the Operable Unit Three investigation 1dentified
several portions of Area 9/10 with distinctly high soil gas concentrations. The areas are: 1) west
and northwest of the Sundstrand plant (the southeast corer of Twenty-third Avenue and Ninth
street); 2) immediately south of the Sundstrand Plant and in the Rockford Product parking lot; 3)
immediately north of the Rockford Products building on Ninth Street; 4) the west end of the
Nylint building; 5) the Mid-States Industrial facility and 6) the intersection of Ninth Street and
Harrison Avenue. Elevated concentrations of chlorinated compounds detected in soil gas
include: PCE; TCE; 1,1,1-TCA; 1,2-DCE; 1-1-DCA; and vinyl chloride. Non-chlorinated
VOCs detected include BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene) compounds that
were ubiquitous, in small-to-moderate amounts. Table S includes total VOCs detected within the

sotl gas of Area 9/10. (CDM Operable Unit Three RI 3-57).

The soil gas distribution for PCE indicates the presence of significant concentrations (0.100
ppm) on the northwest, west and southwest sides of the Sundstrand Plant on Ninth Street, and in
the area just north of Rockford Products, at the intersection of Ninth Street and Harrison Avenue.
Trichloroethene concentrations in soil gas greater than 0.100 ppm were found at the southwest
corner of the Mid-States building and at the west end of the Nylint building. Concentrations of
1,1,1-TCA were the most significant and pervasive of any soil gas compound in Area 9/10. The
largest area of elevated TCA (greater than 0.100 ppm) occurs just south of the west part of
Sundstrand Plant #1 and extends south-southwest across Rockford Products parking lot. The
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distribution of 1,1,1-TCA closely resembles that of total VOCs shown on Figure 7, Table 7 of
CDM Operable Unit Three RI 3-57.

No indoor air analysis was performed in Area 9/10, because the area is mostly industrial and the
homes in the area appear to be outside significant areas of groundwater contamination. Also, soil
gas concentrations near the homes are low.

Surface Soils
A total of four surface soil samples were obtained in Area 9/10. The only VOC detected was

methylene chloride (a common laboratory contaminant). A total of 20 PNAs were detected,
including phenanthrene, fluoranthene, pyrene and chrysene. Dieldrin and gamma-Chlordane
were the pesticides most often detected. Concentrations of detected metals were not remarkable.
Table 5 summarizes the results of Area 9/10 investigations.

File searches revealed records of soil contamination from chlorinated solvents including
tetrachloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethene (TCE), 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 1,1 dichloroethene, 1,2
dichloroethane and 1,1,2 trichloroethane. Additional contamination exists in the soil from the
release of petroleum fuels such as JP4, JP7, mineral spirits, fuel oil and BTEX compounds.
Metals have also been detected in sufficient quantities to be considered a threat to groundwater.

Sub-surface Soils

In areas where access was attainable, analysis of sub-surface soils indicate low concentrations of
total VOCs. In soils above the water table, a maximum of 0.050 ppm of total VOCs was
identified. The only detections of chlorinated VOCs in soil above the water table occurred at the
Sundstrand Plant in borings SB9/10-134, SB9/10-135 and SB9/10-137. Tetrachloroethene,
methylene chloride and TCE were the primary chlorinated VOCs detected in soils above the
water table. The highest concentration of chlorinated VOCs below the water table was 0.154
ppm, and that was in the soil within the top ten feet beneath the water table (39 to 41 feet bgs).
The primary chlorinated VOCs detected in this sample were 1,1,1-TCA and 1,2 DCE. Table 5
summarizes the results of investigations in Area 9/10 (CDM, 2000 RI 3-601,67).

Groundwater

Of all the sources investigated, the plume of groundwater contamination emanating from Area
9/10 has the third highest VOC concentration in the Southeast Rockford Groundwater
Contamination Superfund Site (CDM, 1995 RI 4-137). Previous investigations have identified
Area 7 as having the highest concentrations of groundwater contamination, followed by Area 8,
which had the second highest concentrations. The Operable Unit Two remedial investigation
determined that groundwater contamination from Area 8 was not contributing to the overall
Southeast Rockford groundwater contamination problem and was dropped from consideration as
a part of the Superfund site.

Five monitoring wells in Area 9/10 were sampled as a part of the Operable Unit Three remedial
investigation. VOCs were detected in all five locations. Total VOCs above detection limits for
two up-gradient wells, MW202 and MW203, were 0.017 ppm and 0.009 ppm, respectively

(CDM, 2000 RI Figure 3-34). Monitoring wells MW-5 and MW-4 were installed at the former
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Mid-States building (formerly Rockford Power Machinery) for a previous study in 1991 (Fehr-
Graham & Associates). Total VOCs above detection limits in wells MW-5 and MW-4 (which
are immediately down gradient of thc former Mid-States building) are 0.028 ppm and 0.043 ppm,
respectively. Groundwater samples obtained from monitoring well MW201 (installed down
gradient of Sundstrand Plant #1) contained 18.27 ppm total VOCs above detection limits. Table
5 summarizes the results of past Area 9/10 groundwater investigations (CDM, 2000 RI 3-67,

Figure 3-34).

NAPL
The concentration of 12 ppm of 1,1,1-TCA in MW201 indicates that NAPL is likely present in

Area 9/10, based on the aqueous solubility limit of 1,1,1-TCA. Field studies have shown that
groundwater concentrations greater than 1 percent of a contaminant's solubility are strongly
indicative of the presence of NAPL (National Research Council). The concentration of 1,1,1-
TCA in MW201 represents 0.8 to 4 percent of its aqueous solubility limit. The source of the
dissolved 1,1,1-TCA is located a short distance up gradient (northeast) of the well, between the
north end of the Rockford Products parking lot (east of 9" Street) and the Mid-States Industrial
property. Furthermore, given the dominance of chlorinated VOCs, which are denser than water,
it is likely that a DNAPL is present in the vicinity of MW201. Dye testing did not reveal the
presence of DNAPL in the shallower portions of the unconsolidated aquifer. However, DNAPL
would not be expected to be present in the more shallow portions of the aquifer, because no
confining units are present in the top 100 feet of the aquifer (CDM, 2000 RI 3-77). Further
research has revealed that numerous releases of petroleum based fuels (JP4, mineral spirits, and
fuel oil) and chlorinated solvents from USTs have occurred within Area 9/10. Information
submitted to the Illinois EPA (in reports) reveals that LNAPL related to these releases exists or
has existed floating on the water table.
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Table 5. AREA 9/10 Contaminant Concentration Ranges and Preliminary Remediation

Goals
Contaminant’ SOIL (ppm) GROUNDWATER (ppb)
Concentration Range in Soil Remediation Concentration MCL
Goal
Above 10 feet Below 10 feet
Volatile Organics R ‘ o
1.1 Dichlorosthene BOL 0.067 BDL-850 7
1,2-Dichloroethane BDL 0.02° BDL-6 J
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) BDL 0.4° BDL-4600 NA
Ethylbenzene BDL BDL 13?2 BOL-19 700
Methylene Chioride 0.002-0.003 0.003-0.048 0.02° BDL 5
Tetrachioroethene BOL 0.002-0.046 0.06° BDL-50 J 5
1,1,1-Trichloroethane BDL 0.001-0.050 22 BDL-12,000 200
1,1,2-Trichloroethane BDL 0.006 0.02° BDL-60 J 5
Trichloroethene BDL 0.001-0.002 0.062 BDL-140
Vinyl Chioride BDL 2
Semivolatile Organics - R e A
Benzo(a)anthracene ** 0.330-2.30 NA
Benzo (b) Fluoranthene *° 0.420-2.80 NA
Benzo(a)pyrene *-° 0.260-1.70 NA
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene *° 0.230-1.30 NA

Metals . 3
Beryilium 0.06-0.090
Pesticides SRR & * .
Dieldrin 8 0.004-0.054 BDL-0.002 NA
Notes:
ppm - Parts per million or milligrams per kilogram
ppb -  Parts per billion or micrograms per liter
MCL- Maximum Contaminant Level developed pursuant to Safe Drinking Water Act
J- Value is estimated based on laboratory results
BDL- Below detection fimit of laboratory instruments or methods
NA- Compound was not analyzed or measured in laboratory
1 Only compounds that exceed Tier 1 screening level in soil or an MCL in groundwater are included in
Table. Remediation objectives shown for all other compounds are only for informational purposes.
2 Remediation Objective is the Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for protection of groundwater.
3 Remediation objective for cis-1,2-Dichloroethane, no objective exists for total 1,2-Dichloroethane
4 Only Tier 1 residential screening levels for soil for direct contact are considered for semivolatiles because

semivolatiles are not currently groundwater contaminants and are not expected to become groundwater

contaminants.
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Compound will be evaluated further through sampling during remedial design. Although compound
exceeds Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for direct contact, it is not considered a chemical of
concern at this time because semivolatiles’ are prevalent in environment and not found in groundwater.
Remediation Objective is the Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for direct contact.

Site specific background value. For beryllium, the value is the Upper Tolerance Limit on background
data.

Dieldrin not included as a chemical of concern because it was not found in the groundwater. Surface
concentration is below Tier 1 residential screening level for scil for direct contact.

Rer: ~diation Objective is the Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for protection of groundwater.

Source Area Eleven

Source Area Eleven (Area 11) is located east of Eleventh Street at the corner of Eleventh Street
and Harrison Avenue (see Figure 6). Area 11 is bordered on the east and west by industrial
facilities. Properties to the immediate north are industral, while land uses further north (north of
Twenty-third Avenue) include industrial mixed with some residences. South of Area 11 across
Harrison Avenue, properties are used for both commercial and residential purposes. Area 11
continues to be dominated by industrial activities and is comprised of several industrial
properties and one commercial property. The Area is zoned light industrial and commercial
(Dust). Future uses planned by the City of Rockford are consistent with current uses as light
industrial (Dust).

Source Area 11
Proposed Plan
Soil Vapor Extraction

Parking

11TH STREET
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Figure 6. Source Area 11 Map

The geology at Area 11 i1s unconsolidated sand and gravel to a depth of at least 62 feet bgs, as
evidenced by SB11-202 (CDM, 2000 RI Appendix D). Information from boring logs for two
borings conducted approximately one block east of Area 11 near the intersection of Ninth and
Harrison Avenue indicate that the unconsolidated sand and gravel in the general area continues to
approximately 235 feet bgs where bedrock is encountered (CDM, 2000 RI 3-55, 57). One of the
boring logs from Illinois State Geological Survey well records identifies a till unit from 120 to
130 feet bgs (CDM, 2000 RI 3-55, 57). The water table at Area 11 was encountered at
approximately 20 to 25 feet bgs during the Operable Unit 2 investigation and closer to 30 to 34
feet bgs during the duning Operable Unit Three investigation (CDM, 1995 RI Appendix A,
CDM, 2000 RI Appendix D).

-
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Arca 11 currently includes the Rohr Manufacturing facility (formerly Rockwell Graphics
Systems), H and H Wood Products and Pallets, Villa Di Roma Restaurant and adjacent parking
lots. Historically, Rockford Varnish, Rockford Coatings and Rockwell Graphics Systems have
conducted manufacturing activities in Area 11 (CDM, 2000 R1 1-6).

The Rockford Coatings Corporation, formerly located at 1620 Harrison Avenue, manufactured
several paint products including enamels, lacquers and water-based patnts. Whether or not
chlorinated solvents were used at the facility is unknown. The Rockford Coatings Corporation
discontinued operations in 1983 (CDM, 2000 RI 1-6).

Rockford Varnish Company, formerly located at 11th and Harrison Avenue, manufactured
varnish and related products for the furniture industry from 1906 until 1983. Rockford Varnish
used VOCs, including chlorinated solvents, in its operations and stored these compounds on site
in approximately eight aboveground storage tanks. Groundwater sampling results near the
facility indicate chlorinated solvent contamination (CDM, 2000 RI 1-6).

Rockwell International Graphics, formerly located at 2524 11" Street, manufactured gears and
rollers for newspaper presses until approximately 1991. The facility used 1,1,1-TCA for
cleaning rollers until 1983. Areas of concern near the former Rockwell facility include a
dumpster located south of Rockwell that apparently leaked cutting oils onto the ground surface
and a pit to the north of the property that contained standing water with an oil sheen. The
Rockwell facility is now owned by P.H. Partners Co., who leases it to Rohr Manufacturing.
Present operations include painting industrial equipment (CDM, 2000 RI 1-6).

Several contaminant release and migration pathways exist in Area 11. One potential contaminant
source 1s the eight aboveground storage tanks that previously contained VOCs (including
chlorinated solvents) at the former Rockford Vamish Facility. Potentially leaking tanks and
aboveground piping may have released contaminants to the vadose zone of the soil (region just
below ground surface where soil pores are filled with air and small amounts of water). Also, a
bunker reportedly used by Varnish Company is located in the railroad right-of-way south of the
former Rockwell property. This bunker has previously seeped a tar-like substance. Historical
reports indicate that a dumpster used by Rockwell Graphics leaked cutting oils onto the ground
surface and that a pit to the north of Rockwell contained standing water with an oil sheen (CDM,
2000 RI 3-33).

Investigations conducted at Area 11 identified two distinct zones of subsurface contamination.
One zone is located on the western margin of Area 11, centralized beneath Rohr Manufacturing
and extending to areas north, south, and west of the building. Soil samples within this zone
indicated elevated concentrations of toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene and acetone, as well as the
presence of NAPL. A second zone of contamination exists near the aboveground storage tanks
to the northeast of the former Rockford Vamish building. Soil samples in this zone identified
clevated concentrations of toluene, xylenes and PCE. Within both zones of clevated
contamination, the high levels of BTEX masked lower levels of chlorinated VOCs that were
likely present. Table 6 summarizes the results of past investigations in Area 11 (CDM, 2000 RI
3-45, 3-51 to 3-53).
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A soil gas survey was conducted at Arca 11 during the 1996 Opcerable Unit 3 remedial
investigation to delineate the extent of VOC contamination and to identify any hot spots. A total
of 54 soil gas samples were collected. Total concentrations of BTEX in the western zone of
contamination ranged from 0.041 ppb to 2.25 ppm. Toluene and xylene are the primary
contributors to the total BTEX concentration. Total chlorinated VOCs in the western zone
ranged from less than 0.007 ppm to 0.077 ppm. Primary contributors to total chlorinated VOC
concentrations appear to be 1,1.1 TCA and PCE. Chlorinated VOC concentrations in the soil gas
may be understated due to the presence of elevated BTEX in some samples (CDM, 2000 RI

Appendix D).

Total BTEX concentrations in the central zone of contamination ranged from less than 0.006
ppm to 0.180 ppm. Toluene and xylene are the primary contributors to the total BTEX
concentration in this zone as well. Total chlorinated VOCs in the central zone ranged from less
than 0.0.J ppm to 0.224 ppm. Primary contributors to total chlorinated VOC concentrations
appear to be 1,1,1 TCA and PCE. As with the western zone, chlonnated VOC concentrations in
the soil gas may be understated due to the presence of elevated BTEX in some samples (CDM,

2000 RI Appendix D).

One notable concentration of total chlorinated VOCs in sotl gas was located on the north side of
the right-of-way at the southeast corner of Rohr Manufacturing. Concentrations of total
chlorinated VOC:s in the soil gas sample obtained from this area reached approximately 1.049
ppm (CDM, 2000 RI Appendix D).

No indoor air analysis was performed in Area 11 because of the industnal nature of the area and
the distance to homes.

Surface Soils

Seven surface soil samples were obtained from Area 11 in locations where elevated VOC
concentrations in soil gas were identified. The results are included in Table 6. Surface soil
samples identified PNAs, pesticides, PCBs and metals. Volatile Organic Compounds were not
detected in surface soils samples. The concentration of PNAs identified ranged from 0.042 ppm
to 440 ppm. Several PNAs (phenanthrene, fluoranthene, benzo(a)anthracene, chrysene,
bis(2ethyl-hexyl)phthalate, benzo(b)fluoranthene and benzo(k)fluoranthenc) were detected in all
seven samples. Several pesticides were identified, ranging in concentrations from 0.003 ppm to
0.180 ppm. The pesticides most often detected were Dieldrin, Methoxychlor and alpha-
chlordane. Concentrations of PCBs ranging from 0.031 ppm to 0.530 ppm were detected.
Metals were 1dentified at concentrations similar to background in most cases (CDM, 2000 RI

Table 3-11).

Sub-Surface Soils

Seventeen soil borings were conducted at Area 11. Sub-surface sampling results are summarized
in Table 6. VOCs, PNAs, pesticides and metals were identified in sub-surface soils in this area.
Concentrations of VOCs ranged from 0.004 ppm to 2,300 ppm. The VOCs most often detected
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were xylene, toluene, ethylbenzenc, and acctone. Sub-surface soils collected from SB11-203 n
the western portion of Area 11 and north of the Rohr Manufacturing building at depths from 39-
41 feet bgs tested positive for NAPL. Soils from SB11-203 contained toluene (180 ppm),
ethylbenzene (20 ppm), xylenes (110 ppm), and acetone (5.1 ppm). In order to quantify these
“concentrations of VOCs in the laboratory, the detection limit for chlorinated VOCs (1,1,1 TCA
and PCE) was raised to 13 ppm. Therefore, chlorinated compounds may be present at
concentrations less than 13 ppm. Soil samples were also taken from SB11-202 from 39-41 feet
bgs and tested positive for NAPL. SB11-202 was also located in the western portion of Area 11
but was south of the Rohr Manufacturing building. Concentrations of VOCs within this sample
were similar to that of SB-203. Detection limits for chlorinated VOCs were also raised in this
sample, to 27 ppm for 1,1,1 TCA and PCE. The thickness of non-chlorinated VOC
contamination in the western zone ranges from 12 to 24 feet in an area measuring about 17,000
square feet (CDM, 2000 RI 3-45, 3-51 to 3-53).

Sub-surface samples were also taken from the central portion of Area 11 (the central zone of
contamination) near the aboveground storage tanks northeast of the former Rockford Varmish
facility. Elevated concentrations of VOCs were also identified within this area, with 290 ppm of
toluene and 17 ppm of xylene at 35 feet bgs. The VOC contamination in this zone 1s limited to
the area around and west of the aboveground tanks. Although PCE was detected in sub-surface
soils at concentrations of .046 ppm at 20 feet bgs, it is not suspected that the above ground tanks
are a source. Levels of chlorinated VOCs in this area are likely due to lateral migration of gases
and volatilization from groundwater. The extent of non-chlorinated VOC contamination in this
zone extends from 35 feet bgs to an undetermined depth. The area of VOC contamination
measures approximately 6,000 square feet (CDM, 2000 RI 3-50, 3-51).

Subsurface concentrations of pesticides, and PNAs were significantly lower than levels found in
surface samples and were also detected less frequently. A concentration of PNAs identified in
subsurface soils ranged from 0.045 ppm to 1.9 ppm. Concentrations of pesticides ranged 1n
concentrations from 0.001 ppm to 0.009 ppm (CDM, Risk Table 10).
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Table 6. AREA 11 Contaminant Concentration Ranges and Preliminary Remediation

Objectives
Contaminant’ SOIL (ppm) GROUNDWATER (ppb)
Concentration Range in Soil Remediation | Concentration MCL
Goal
Above 10 feet | Below 10 feet
Volatile Organics
& 2nzene BDL BDL-1.5 0.189 2 BDL-23 5
Ethylbenzene BDL BDL-590 7.9832 BDL-3,900 700
Methylene Chloride BDL BDL-2.9 2303° BDL 5
Toluene BDL BDL-1,400 638 ° BDL-310,000 1,000
Trichloroethene BDL BDL-0.41 0.051 2 <H7 BDL-170 5
Xylenes (total) BDL BDL-2,300 3123 BDL.-16,000 10,000
Semivolatile Organics I N =1 e
Carbazole *° BDL-67 |  BDL BOL NA
Benzo(a)anthracene *° 0.069-200 BDL BDL NA
Chrysene *° 0.052-240 BDL BDL NA
Benzo (b) Fluoranthene *° 0.086-220 BDL BDL NA
Benzo (k) Fluoranthene *° 0.046-130 BDL BDL NA
Benzo(a)pyrene *° 0.096-150 BDL BDL NA
Indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene * 0.063-120 BDL BDL NA
2-Methylphenoi BDL-0.031 BDL-0.580 BDL NA
Metals I D S - '
Beryllium 00350070 |  NA 3
Pesticides L L Sl el
Dieldrin ° BDL-0.010 BDL-0.002 BDL NA
Notes:

ppm - Parts per million or milligrams per kilogram

ppb -  Parts per billion or micrograms per liter

MCL- Maximum Contaminant Level developed pursuant to Safe Drinking Water Act

J- Value is estimated based on laboratory resuits

BDL- Below detection limit of laboratory instruments or methods

NA- Compound was not analyzed or measured in laboratory

1 Only compounds that exceed Tier 1 screening level in soil or an MCL in groundwater are included in this
Table. Compounds in bold text are contaminants of concern for soil, and associated remediation
objectives shall be attained through remediation. Remediation goals shown for all other compounds are
only for information purposes.

Remediation goal Calculated using equation R15 of TACO that takes attenuation into account.

Soil Saturation Limit used. TACO stipulates that remediation objectives cannot exceed the soil saturation
limit. Therefore, when equation R15 of TACO generated a remediation goal greater than the saturation
limit, the saturation limit is used.
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Only Tier 1 residential screening levels for soil for direct contact are considered for semivolatiles because
semivolatiles are not currently groundwater contaminants and are not expected to become groundwater
contaminants.

Compound will be evaluated further through sampling during remedial design. Although compound
exceeds Tier 1 residential screening level for direct soil contact, it is not considered a chemical of concern
at this time because semivolatiles are prevalent in the environment and not found in groundwater.
Remediation goal is the Tier 1 residential screening level for direct soil contact.

Site-specific background value. For beryllium, the value is the Upper Tolerance limit on background data.
Dieldrin not included as a chemical of concern because it was not found in groundwater. Surface
concentration is below Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for direct contact.

Remediation goal is the Tier 1 residential screening level for soil for protection of groundwater.

Groundwater
Groundwater analysis performed on samples taken from wells IW10, IW11 and MW 128 indicate

the presence of VOCs and metals in groundwater down gradient of Area 11. Areallisa
significant source of non-chlorinated VOC groundwater contamination. Area 11 has the highest
and most extensive concentrations of BTEX compounds found in the groundwater.
Concentrations of 2 ppm (estimated) ethylbenzene, 310 ppm toluene, and 9.5 ppm xylene were
identified in groundwater in the area. Although Area 11 does contribute chlorinated VOC
contamination to the groundwater, it appears to be limited in extent and concentration.
Concentrations of TCE (0.170 ppm) were higher down gradient of Area 11 than those found up
gradient. The chlorinated VOC 1,1,1-TCA was also found in Area 11 groundwater at
concentrations up to 0.860 ppm, but could be the result of the Area 4 plume. Table 6 summarizes
contaminant concentrations found in groundwater down gradient of Area 11 (CDM, 1995 RI 4-
105,106, 118 and Appendix H).

NAPL
The western zone (in the western margin of Area 11) is centralized beneath Rohr Manufacturing.

NAPL was detected in the western zone during field screening of SB11-203 soil samples from 39
to 43 feet bgs. A combination of black staining of soils and Sudan [V dye testing confirmed the
presence of NAPL in samples taken from 39 to 43 feet bgs. Similar conditions were identified in
SB11-202 from 39 to 45 feet bgs. The NAPL in both soil borings was determined to be LNAPL
because of its presence within the upper part of the saturated zone. Headspace analysis
conducted on samples taken beneath 45 feet bgs in each boring decreased significantly with
depth, indicating that DNAPL is not likely to be present in this zone (CDM, 2000 RI 3-45, 51,
52, and Appendix D).

Sub-surface soil samples taken in the central zone of contamination (near the aboveground
storage tanks) indicate that VOC contamination in this zone begins at approximately 35 feet bgs.
Past investigations in this zone have indicated the possibility for NAPL, but it was not positively
identified. Headspace analysis on samples obtained from soil borings SB11-4 and SB11-8,
which were advanced during phase II of the Operable Unit Two investigation, indicates the
greatest degree of VOC contamination at depths of approximately 35 to 42 feet bgs. Soil
samples SB11-4G and SB11-8G taken from these depths indicate the possibility for NAPL.
However, no staining is noted in the soil boring logs and the Sudan IV dye test was not
performed during the Operable Unit Two investigation. Regarding the possibility for DNAPL,
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while minor DNAPL components do exist within soil samples, headspace analysis below 42 feet
decrease significantly indicating that DNAPL 1s probably not present within this zone (CDM,
1995 Operable Unit Two RI 4-66, 4-70, Table 4-4, Appendix A).

The total depth of VOC contamination near the storage tanks cannot be positively determined
based on laboratory analysis of soil. However, soil analysis from samples taken near this zone
coupled with headspace analysis indicates that it is likely to be approximately 10 feet thick,
extending from approximately 35 to 45 feet bgs (CDM, 2000 RI 3-53).



CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND AND RESOURCES USES

The area included within the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Site currently
includes industrial, commercial and residential property. Industrial property use ranges from
what would be considered light-manufacturing facilities up to large facilities that contain
multiple underground storage tanks and units utilized in large manufacturing operations.
Commercial facilities include shopping facilities such as grocery stores and fast food restaurants
that are used as part of normal family activities, including churches and a community center.
Residential areas are mixed throughout the entire site, including parks and other recreational
facilities. Future uses of the entire area will likely remain the same as they are today.

Source Area 4 is described as an industrial/commercial area in Southeast Rockford that includes
the former Swebco Manufacturing located at 2630 Marshall Street. Swebco manufactured
precision machine metal parts and was considered to be zoned for light industrial. It was located
in an area that included small businesses and single-family homes. Property surrounding Area 4
is currently zoned either residential or light industrial. The City of Rockford has indicated to the
Ilinois EPA that future property use will be consistent with current use.

Area 7, located in the southeastern portion of the site, was determined to be an illegal dumpsite.
The former dumpsite includes Ekberg Park, a municipal park located at the end of Balsam Lane,
owned and maintained by the Rockford Park District. Pine Manor subdivision, which contains
single-family homes, occupies a position to the northwest of the park. Both Pine Manor
subdivision and Ekberg Park are zoned residential and the future plans for these two areas are
consistent with current use. Areas to the north, east and south of Area 7 contain undeveloped
real estate. However, discussions with Mr. Glen Ekberg, the owner of the property to the north of
the park, indicate that this property is in the beginning phases of commercial development.

Area 9/10 is an industrial area, with history of this type of activity dating back as far as 1926.
Located in the area of Harrison Avenue and Ninth Street, it is zoned as industrial and is
designated to remain that way. However, the areas north of Twenty Third Avenue and directly
south of Area 9/10 are primarily residential single-family homes. The City of Rockford has
indicated the future use of the property in this area is consistent with current use for Area 9/10.

Area 11 is located on the corner of Eleventh Street and Hamson Avenue and is bordered on the
west and east by industrial facilities. Currently, Area 11 is dominated by industrial facilities but
does contain one commercial property. Property to the north of Twenty Third Avenue and south
of Area 11 consists of a mix of residential, commercial and industrial properties. Currently, the
zoning of Area 11 is light industrial and commercial, and future zoning plans are for the area to
remain light industrial.

Contaminated groundwater was detected in municipal wells owned by the City of Rockford in
1981, resulting in the closing of several wells. Currently, one City of Rockford municipal well
(located within the designated site) is using granulated activated carbon (GAC) filters to remove
VOCs from potable water. The GAC unit assures that sufficient potable water supplies exist for
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residents within Rockford. Residents with contaminated wells were given the opportunity to
hook up to the City of Rockford Municipal water system as part of a time critical removal action
in 1991. Through the source control measures and natural attenuation of the groundwater, it 1s
estimated that approximately 200 years will be necessary for complete remediation of the
groundwater and to return it to natural conditions. Remedial activities for treatment of soil and
_leachate at the source areas are expected to continue for approximately twenty-five years.
Dviring this time period and after source removal has been completed, groundwater monitoring
will centinue to assess the quality of the groundwater. The goal of the proposed remedies for the
source areas, along with natural attenuation, is to reduce the risk to human health and retumn the

groundwater to a natural, potable drinking water source.
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SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Risks to human health and the environment caused by contamination from Source Areas 4, 7, 11,
and 9/10 (in the form of chlorinated solvents) were first detected in private drinking water wells.
Therefore, an evaluation was performed through a risk assessment process. This process
characterizes current and future threats or risks to human health and the environment posed by
contaminants at the site. The risks to human health and the risks to the environment are usually
evaluated separately for each site. A human health risk assessment was conducted for all four
source areas, and is discussed below in the section entitled Human Health Risks.

Because of the industnal nature of Source Areas 4, 11 and 9/10, the Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA
determined it was only necessary to evaluate risks to the environment (often called ecological
risks) for Area 7. The results of the ecological.risk assessment for Area 7 are discussed below in
the section entitled Summary of Ecological Risk Assessment.

The calculation of risks to human health and the environment posed by surface water and
sediments in the creek running north of Area 7 was problematic. Concentrations of several
contaminants (PNAs and VOCs) in the surface water and sediment at Area 7 and their locations
in relationship to the area suggest another source may be present upstream. Results of a focused
sampling event conducted in December 1998 provided more information regarding the presence
of contaminants in the creek, but were unable to establish the contribution of upstream sources to

Area 7.

The Agencies determined that it would be more efficient to further evaluate the creek running
north of Area 7 during the design phase of the project. The design phase will likely occur in
2002. If the evaluation of risks to human health and the environment conducted during the
design phase identifies the need for remediation in addition to that outlined within this ROD, the
remedy would be appropriately altered. Depending on the significance of the change in remedy,
the Agencies may be required to hold additional public meetings and allow public comment on
the new remedy.

SUMMARY OF HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

The National Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes an expectation that U.S. EPA will use
treatment to address principal threats posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP, 40 CFR
§300.430(a)(1)(1i1)(A)). The term “principal threat” refers to source materials that are considered
to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained or would present a
significant risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur (U.S. EPA, Guide 6-
40). Remedial investigations conducted at the site have identified principal threat wastes at all
four source areas (Area 4, Area 7, Area 9/10, and Area 11). Residual NAPL was positively
identified at Areas 4, 7, and 11 (CDM, 2000 RI). At Area 9/10, groundwater concentrations were
identified that were indicative of a significant source of groundwater contamination and NAPL
presence (CDM, 2000 RI 3-77). The following text summarizes information identifying the
principal threats at each Source Area.
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Human health risks posed by Source Areas 4, 7, 11, and 9/10 were evaluated and described
within the “Southeast Rockford Source Control Operable Unit Risk Assessment Report,” dated
April 2000. The risk assessment utilized Illinois EPA’s Tiered Approach to Corrective Action
Objectives (TACO) at 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 742, to evaluate risks. TACO is a set of State of
[llinois regulations that specify methods for developing remediation objectives and identifying
chemicals of concem. The human health risk assessment conducted at this site used TACO Tier
1 screening values, as well as Risk Assessment Guidelines for Superfund (RAGS) - site specific
remediation objectives to evaluate human health risks at each source area.

The risk assessment evaluated three exposure pathways at each source area. An exposure
pathway is a means by which a person may come in contact with site contaminants. The three
exposure pathways evaluated in the risk assessment are: (1) Direct contact with soil (including
ingestion of soils and inhalation of vapors from soils); (2) Chemicals transferring (leaching) from
soils into groundwater; and (3) Ingestion of vegetables grown at Area 7. The third exposure
pathway was included because portions of Arez 7 were used for agricultural purposes.

The major contaminants of concern (COCs) for soil in each source area, as identified by the RI
and the Risk Assessment are listed in Table 7. Contaminants of concern are compounds that are
present at the site in sufficient quantities to present an unacceptable risk to human health or the
environment. Contaminants of concern were identified by comparing concentrations identified
within the soil or leachate at each area to preliminary remediation goals. The preliminary
remediation goals (PRGs) for this site were generated in accordance with 40 CFR § 300.430

(e)(2)(1) of the National Contingency Plan.

The risk assessment identified conditions at all four source areas that constitute a potential or
actual threat to human health or the environment. Concentrations of contaminants present in soil
at Areas 4, 7, and 11 exist at levels that are not protective of human health for groundwater
consumption. The rick assessment also identified soils at Area 7 that exceed direct contact PRGs
for TCE and PCE. In cases where the site concentration exceeds levels protective of human
health and the environment, risks to human health are considered unacceptable and remedial
alternatives have been developed to address the issue.

Table 7. Contaminants of Concern in Soil

Area 4 Area 7 Area 11 Area 9/10
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1,1-Dichloroethene Benzene None identified
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) Ethyl benzene
Tetrachloroethene Toluene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Xylenes (total)

Trichioroethene
Xylenes (total)

As indicated in Table 7, no COCs were identified for Area 9/10. The investigation at Area 9/10
was impeded, due to limited access and concern for underground utilities in the area. Although
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no soil samples were obtained that identified soil concentrations above PRGs. remediation is stifl
being considered for this area. Groundwater concentrations beneath Area 9/10 were among the
highest identified within the Southeast Rockford study area. The concentration of 12 ppm of
1,1,1-TCA in MW201 indicates that NAPL is likely present in Area 9/10, based on the aqueous
solubility limit of 1,1,1-TCA. The likelihood that NAPL is present at Area 9/10 constitutes a
principal threat. In accordance with the NCP at §300.430(a)(1)(i11)(A), this ROD formulates
treatment alternatives that will address the principal threats posed at each source area.

In accordance with the NCP at 40 CFR §300.430(a)(1)(i11)(A), this proposed plan formulates
treatment alternatives that will address the principal threats at each source area, except for the
PNAs that were identified as COCs in Areas 4, 11, and 9/10. PNAs are not included in Table 7
as COCs and were intentionally not addressed by the alternatives discussed within this ROD.
Additional data are required to determine if PNAs are truly COCs, or are simply contamination
from activities not related to the management of hazardous materials. For example, the presence
of PNAs in areas with parking lots could be attributed to the asphalt that contains PNAs.
Additionally. PNAs would be expected in areas where vehicles may leak moter oil or where
scrap wood or other matenals are burned. *Because PNAs were only detected in a few
groundwater samples and their presence in soils may be from normal industrial activities, PNAs
are not addressed in this ROD. Additional samples will be obtained in Areas 4, 11 and 9/10
during the remedial design phase that will be conducted in 2002. If the evaluation identifies the
need for remediation in addition to that outlined in this ROD, the remedy would be appropriately
altered. Depending on the significance of the change in remedy, the Agencies may be required to
hold additional public meetings and allow public comment on the new remedy.

In order to be protective, Illinois EPA chose to assume that all of the source areas were, or could
become residential areas. Area 7 is currently zoned residential. Areas 4, 9/10 and 11 are all
zoned industrial and city plans are consistent with current use. However, because residential
areas were nearby Areas 4, 9/10 and 11, and because access to these areas was not entirely
limited, residential exposures could occur. Table & illustrates the potentially exposed
populations at each source area and the estimated associated risks as identified in the Risk
Assessment:
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Table 8. Exposed Population at Source Areas

Source Exposed Population '

Area Resident -Direct Contact Resident- Protection Of Drinking Water
Area 4 Less than 1x10® and Hazard Index of 12 Greater than 1x10° or Hazard Index of 1
Area7 Greater than 1x10® or Hazard Index of 1 Creawer *han 1x10® or Hazard Index of 1

Area3 Less than 1x10°® and Hazard Index of 1 Less than 1x10°® and Hazard Index of 1
A?;OH Less than 1x10® and Hazard Index of 1 Greater than 1x10°® or Hazard Index of 1

Notes:

1 The site worker scenario was not evaluated separately from the residential scenario. If concentrations
of COCs are protective for residents, it is assumed that concentrations are also protective for site

workers since time spent at site would be less.

2 Human health risks are usually evaluated as carcinogenic (those compounds that can cause cancer),
and non-carcinogenic (those compounds that can cause harm, but not cancer). For carcinogenic
risks, risks are usually quantified as a unit less probability of a person getting cancer. U.S. EPA's
generally acceptable risk range for site-reiated exposures is 10 to 10®. The potential for non-
carcinogenic effects is evaluated by the ratio of exposure to toxicity, called the Hazard Quotient.
Adding all of the Hazard Quotients together generates the Hazard Index. A Hazard Index less than 1

is considered acceptable in that toxic effects are unlikely.
3 The investigation at Area 9/10 was impeded due to limited access and concern over underground

utilities in the area.

As mentioned previously, Illinois EPA was unable to quantitatively evaluate human health risks
to residents who were exposed to creek surface water and sediments in Area 7. Data obtained
from the creek were inconclusive, as the Agencies were unable to identify off-site impacts to the
creek. Due to the intermittent nature of the creek and its shallow depths, risks to individuals
wading in the creek are expected to be low. However, additional data will be obtained from the
creek and risks to human health will be quantitatively evaluated during the design phase.
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SUMMARY OF ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

AREA 7

A screening-level ecological risk assessment (ERA) was conducted for Area 7. The ERA
focused on the creek running north of Area 7. The ERA’s primary purpose was to identify
contaminants in the surface water and sediment of the creek that could result in adverse effects to
present or future ecological receptors. Receptors are plants or animals that could be impacted by
contamination. The overall approach for the ERA at this site was to: 1) Identify chemicals of
potential concern (COPC); 2) Identify potential receptors; 3) Identify Exposure Scenarios and 4)
Compare measured concentrations in surface water and sediments to concentrations in laboratory
tests (ecological screening benchmarks or screening ecotoxicity values) that did not result in
significant effects to relevant and sensitive test species (CDM, Ecological).

The results of the ERA determined that at the screening level, risks to organisms (benthic,
aquatic and semi-aquatic) living in or nearby the creek were either low or not present at all.
However, concentrations of several contaminants (PNAs and VOCs) and their locations in
relationship to the site concerned the Agencies. The resuits did not provide any clear trends
because, at some times, concentrations were higher upstream than downstream. This suggests

another source may be present upstream.

On December 16, 1998 (after the ecological risk assessment had been conducted), Illinois EPA
obtained additional samples of the surface water and sediments within the creek. The objective
of the sampling event was to provide more information regarding the type and source of the
contaminants in the creek. Results of the December 1998 sampling event identified several
compounds that were not detected during the 1996 investigation, and higher concentrations of
several compounds that had been previously detected. Tables 3 (sediment) and 4 (surface water)
compare measured concentrations in the field in 1996 and 1998 to screening ecotoxicity values to
identify compounds that could potentially result in adverse affects to organisms in Area 7.

Upon evaluation of the 1996 and 1998 data, in conjunction with screening ecotoxicity values, the
Agencies determined that a more in-depth analysis of ecological risk in Area 7 was necessary.
However, because there may be an additional upstream source and the data from the creek is
inconclusive, the Agencies determined that it would be more efficient to further evaluate Area 7
during the design phase of the project. The design phase will likely occur in 2002. If the
ecological risk evaluation conducted during the design phase identifies the need for remediation
in addition to that outlined within this ROD, the remedy would be appropriately altered.
Depending on the significance of the change in remedy, the Agencies may be required to hold
additional public meetings and allow public comment on the new remedy.

Rock River

The ecological risk assessment conducted for this Operable Unit did not specifically address the
impacts that the four Source Areas would have on the Rock River. This assessment was
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conducted under the RI/FS for Operable Unit Two. Modeling was conducted on the impacts of
groundwater contaminant concentrations on the Rock River through 30- and 50-year scenarios.
Both scenarios showed concentrations of chlorinated VOCs entering the river. However, the
modeling indicated that even if the four source areas were not remediated, concentrations would
not exceed surface water criteria and in fact, are expected to be two orders of magnitude below
the criteria. The 50-year scenario did indicate that source area remediation to MCLs occurring
within a 10- to 20-year time span would result in measurable reductions in contaminant mass
entering the river (CDM, 1995 FS Appendix C). A follow-up review of the modelling and any
available analytical data of discharges to the Rock River is planned. This will allow the Iilinois
EPA to develop a program for monitoring any environmental charges that can be attributed to

the plume.

Based on the evaluation of human health and ecological risks, it is the Illinois EPA’s judgment
that the Preferred Alternative or one of the other active remediation measures considered in this
ROD is necessary to protect public health or welfare or the environment from actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances.
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REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) provide a general description of what the proposed
alternative will accomplish. The following RAOs apply to all four Source Areas:

® Prevent the public from ingestion of soil, and direct contact with soil containing
contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that poses a threat to human health;

® Prevent the public from inhalation of airborne contaminants in excess of state or federal
standards or that pose a threat to human health; and

e Prevent the further migration of contamination from the source area that would result in
degradation of site-wide groundwater or surface water to levels in excess of state or federal
standards, or that pose a threat to human health or the environment'.

Area 7, becs 1se of its unique characteristics as a park containing a creek, has these RAOs in
addition to the general RAOs listed above:

e Prevent the public from ingestion and direct contact with surface water containing
contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that poses a threat to human health;

e Prevent the migration of contamination from Source Area 7 that would result in degradation
of surface water and sediment in the unnamed creek to levels in excess of state or federal

standards or that pose a threat to human health or the environment; and

e Prevent the ingestion of vegetables from Source Area 7 through the implementation of
appropriate institutional controls.

Expected Outcomes of Each Alternative

Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) are identified for each Source Area in Table 1 (Area 4),
Table 2 (Area 7), Table S (Area 9/10), and Table 6 (Area 11). The PRGs for each area address
concentrations of COCs within source materials (contaminated soil, NAPL or leachate).

Soil

The PRGs for soil are based on concentrations designed to be protective of human health for:
direct contact with soil (ingestion of soils and inhalation of vapors from soils); ingestion of
vegetables grown in the soil; and groundwater ingestion (chemicals leaching from soils into
groundwater, causing concentrations in groundwater to exceed either MCLs - if they are
available - or risk-based groundwater concentrations). The soil PRGs protective of direct contact

'It should be noted that contaminant migration from the source areas has already resulted in site-wide groundwater
contamination in excess of state standards. The RAO is intended to remediate each source area in order to prevent
further migration of contaminants from the source area.
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and groundwater ingestion are cstablished in accordance with the TACO regulations. Soil PRGs
protective of ingestion of vegetables were calculated in a manner outside the scope of the TACO
regulations (Tier 3 analysis) that was approved by [llinois EPA and U.S. EPA.

Leachate
The Operable Unit Two ROD required source control measures to reduce and control potential

groundwater risks to the environment. Based on the Operable Unit Two ROD requirement and
because 100% source removal (soil, NAPL, or leachate remu» ..") was impracticablé at the four
source areas, RAOs were developed with the intent of preventing further migration of
contamination from the source area that would increase site-wide groundwater concentrations.
These RAOs and resultant alternatives are identified as leachate alternatives and are intended to
contain contaminants that have reached the groundwater, because capture at the source was either
insufficient or impracticable. In order to simplify the decision-making process, these RAOs and
containment alternatives are all identified as leachate alternatives rather than creating numerous
sets of alternatives for every possible media (NAPL, leachate, and highly contaminated
groundwater) encountered within the four source areas.

As noted previously, site-wide groundwater is already contaminated at levels above state
standards, but contaminant levels will begin to decrease due to natural attenuation processes after
source area remediation takes place. Source remediation in addition to the creation of a
groundwater management zone (GMZ) will achieve PRGs for the leachate. Four separate GMZs
(one at each source area) will be established pursuant to Illinois groundwater regulations at 35
I1I. Adm. Code Section 620.450. These regulations allow for the creation of a GMZ as a three-
dimensional region containing groundwater being managed, mitigating impairment caused by
contamination. The GMZ boundary becomes a perimeter around the site, similar to an imaginary
fence, where on the outside of the boundary, groundwater must meet state standards. The four
GMZs will encompass the hot spots (and locations surrounding the hot spots) where remediation
has, or will have a measurable effect in reducing contaminant concentrations. The PRGs for
leachate are based on federal MCLs and must be met at the GMZ boundary. This reauirement
conforms to the requirements set forth in the Operable Unit Two ROD, i.e., aquifer restoration to
drinking water quality and compliance with state drinking water standards.

Intended Use of Preliminary Remediation Goals

Preliminary Remediation Goals finalized within this Record of Decision are then known as
remediation goals. Remediation goals (and PRGs prior to ROD completion) for soil protective
of direct contact with soil, ingestion of vegetables grown in soil and protective of groundwater
are used as critena, or points of reference within the ROD. These criteria, or points or reference
are used to identify technologies applicable to each source area and to identify the extent of the
hot spots that the technologies must address. Remediation goals for soil protective of direct
contact with soil and ingestion of vegetables grown in soil shall be met in soils at each source
area. However, soil remediation goals for protection of groundwater may be superseded by valid
and complete empirical data, i.e., groundwater analyses that indicate that Applicable or Relevant
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and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) are consistently met at the GMZ boundary®. For
example, if a remediation system at an area of concern has been in operation for a reasonable
amount of time and groundwater data show that ARARs are being met at the GMZ, the operation
of the system could be discontinued (even though soil concentrations are above the PRGs for
protection of groundwater).

“The terms “Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements” and “groundwater management zone™ are
discussed more fully within the DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES section.
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

The remedy evaluation process conducted by the agencies compared a number of potential action
alternatives and a no-action alternative for each Source Arca. Upon a thorough screening of a
wide spectrum of in-place (in situ) and above ground (ex-situ) remedial alternatives, the
alternatives discussed below were selected for detailed analysis and subjected to evaluation under
nine NCP criteria. Remedial alternatives that deal with the site contamination in situ as well as
those that treat contaminants after excavation (ex-situ) were evaluated.

Soil alternatives have been developed for Area 4, Area 7, Area 9/10 and Area 11. U.S. EPA has
developed a presumptive remedy for soils contaminated by VOCs. Presumptive Remedies are
preferred technologies for common categonies of sites based on historical remedy selection and
engineering studies (U.S. EPA, Presumptive). Upon evaluation of U.S. EPA’s directive on
presumptive remedies for soils contaminated by VOCs, the Agencies determined that the
presumptive remedy approach is appropriate for addressing the types of contaminants found in
the source areas at the Southeast Rockford site. The d.rective produce i by U.S. EPA identified
three technologies as presumptive remedies for VOCs in soil: sotl vapor extraction (SVE);
thermal desorption and incineration. Of the three technologies, U.S. EPA has identified SVE as
the preferred presumptive remedy. The source area presumptive remedies considered practical
for this site include SVE and thermal desorption (incineration is usually not a cost-effective
remedial alternative unless the site is large, with large amounts of waste needing treatment).
SVE works by sucking out the contaminated air that exists in the soil pores beneath the surface.
As the contaminated soil pore air is removed, more volatile compounds move from the soil into
the soil pores, thereby cleaning up the soil as well as the soil pores. Thermal treatment involves
treating the soil by heating it up to a certain temperature where contaminants would volatilize off
the soils. Soil remedies have been assembled into remedial alternatives for each source area and
are discussed below. In addition to the presumptive remedies for soil, ex-situ bioremediation has
also been considered at Area 7 as an alternative to thermal desorption of excavated material.

Contaminated leachate above PRGs is also present at t :¢ CMZ boundary at Area 4, Area 7 and
Area 9/10. Areas 4, 7 and 9/10 each have contamina:2d leachate at the GMZ boundary, and the
likely presence of NAPL. The U.S. EPA presumptive remedy for VOCs in soil does not address
contaminated leachate. Therefore, remedial alternatives were developed and evaluated for
leachate that ts outside the domain envisioned by the presumptive remedy guidance for VOCs.

No leachate alternatives were developed for Area 11. Although Area 11 has contaminated
leachate and LNAPL at the interior of the area, computer modeling conducted for Area 11
indicated that natural processes would meet RAOs for leachate at the site boundary in this area.
However, predicting the movement of LNAPLSs in the subsurface is complicated. The computer
and mathematical models used for this superfund site can only account for the movement of
dissolved contaminants and cannot account for the movement of LNAPLs. Concemns also exist
at Area 11 regarding high concentrations of BTEX contaminants possibly masking the presence
of chlorinated VOCs. In order to provide real data regarding the degradation of contaminants
near the site boundary, approximately four additional monitoring wells will be installed during
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the design phase. If analysis indicates contaminants are not degrading to levels near MCLs, air
sparging will be considered in addition to SVE. Air sparging is included as an alternative to deal
with leachate contamination at Areas 4, 7 and 9/10. Air sparging has the added benefit of
enhancing biodegradation in both groundwater and vadose zone soils and will address the

concerns and RAOs for Area 1 1.

Every alternative that was selected for detailed analysis for the four source areas is described
below in the section entitled DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES. The alternatives that are
proposed by the Agencies are identified in Table 9.

Table 9. Proposed Alternatives

Area Media Name Alternative Description
Area 4 Soil SCS-4D Excavation, on-site Low Temperature Thermal
Desorption
Leachate SCL-4B Leachate containment with collection and treatment,

surface water discharge, monitoring, restriction on
_groundwater usage

Area 7 Soil SCS-7E ' | SVE and air sparging’ at source

Leachate SCL-7B Multi-phase extraction (MPE)? , leachate containment with
collection and treatment, surface water discharge,
monitoring, restriction on groundwater usage

Area 9/10 Soil SCS-9/10C | SVE
Leachate SCL-9/10E | Enhanced Air Sparging®, monitoring, restriction on
. _groundwater usage
Area 11 Soil SCS-11C | SVE
Leachate SCL-11A No Action
Notes:
1 Air sparging is a process by which air is injected into the contaminated groundwater. The bubbles

generated extract volatile contaminants from the groundwater as they rise to the surface.

2 Multi-phase extraction (MPE) is a remedial technology whereby soil vapors and groundwater are
extracted at the same time through the same extraction point. MPE is an enhancement of SVE
(SVE just extracts soil vapors).

3 Enhanced Air Sparging - air would be injected into the subsurface to volatilize the contaminant
vapors to the vadose zone where they would be removed by vacuum extraction

An alternative that consists of no active remediation (No-Action Alternative) was developed for
each source area. The NCP requires a No-Action alternative to be included in the detailed
analysis to provide a baseline for comparison to the other altematives. It should be noted that for
the leachate alternatives, a true, No Action Alternative could not be developed because
groundwater monitoring was required within the 1995 Operable Unit Two ROD. Therefore, for
leachate, the No Action Alternative must include one action, that of groundwater (or leachate)
monitoring.

Common Elements

Under each alternative, the assumption is made that the City of Rockford’s ordinance prohibiting
the installation of private wells will be enforced. Also, each alternative requires that a GMZ per
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35 I11. Adm. Code Part 620 be cstablished. Illinois groundwater regulations at 35 Ill. Adm. Code
Section 620.450 allow for the creation of a GMZ as a three-dimensional region, containing
groundwater being managed, to mitigate impairment caused by contamination. The GMZ
boundary becomes a perimeter around the site, similar to an imaginary fence, where on the
outside of the boundary, groundwater must meet state standards. The GMZ will remain in effect,
providing controls such as remediation, management and monitoring continue at the source area.
During the time the GMZ is in effect, State groundwater <tardards will not be applicable within
the GMZ. In addition to source area monitoring, site-wide groui.dwater monitoring will
continue, as required by the Operable Unit Two ROD. Because groundwater monitoring was
required within the Operable Unit Two ROD, leachate alternatives entitled “No Action” do
include monitoring and will incur some costs.

Within the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Site there are ten known properties
that lie within areas of contaminated groundwater that are using private wells as a water supply.
Property owners were rotified of the existing situation regarding contaminated groundwater in
the area by the U.S. EPA and the City of Rockford and chose not to connect to the City of
Rockford water supply system. City of Rockford officials made further attempts and hookup
services were denied by the property owners.

Institutional Controls

In order to be protective of human health and the environment, several alternatives described
within this ROD require use or access restrictions on contaminated properties within the
boundaries of the source area. Use restrictions or access restrictions would be implemented
through the use of institutional controls. Institutional controls are administrative or legal
constraints that minimize the potential for exposure to contamination by limiting land or resource
usc. Specific actions taken at sites to restrict access or use could include: Governmental Controls
- such as zoning restrictions or ordinances; Proprietary Controls - such as easements or
covenants; Enforcement Tools - such as consent decrees or administrztive orders; and
Informational Devices- such as deed notices or state registries. Several types of access or use
restrictions employed simultaneously can increase the effectiveness of institutional controls. The
Agencies plan to pursue multiple types of institutional controls at each source area. The
approved feasibility study (FS) dated September 5, 2000 discusses institutional controls
generally, but often refers to them as “deed restrictions”. This ROD refers to institutional
controls by name or by the terms *‘access restrictions” or “use restrictions.”

Modeling

In order to help assess each altemative’s impact and effectiveness in remediating the soil and
leachate contamination at each source area, the computer model BIOSCREEN (U.S. EPA 1996)
was used. BIOSCREEN is a program that considers the amount and type of contaminants at a
source area and simulates the spread and degradation of those contaminants over time and
distance. The program can also consider the impact an alternative would have on the spread and
degradation of contaminants at a source area. BIOSCREEN was applied to each alternative to
calculate the approximate time (in years) that it would take for the contaminants present at each
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source area to meet remedial goals at the GMZ boundary®. It is important to note that
BIOSCREEN is just a screening model and has certain assumptions built into the program.
BIOSCREEN was used at this site to provide general criterion with which to compare the
different alternatives. The results of BIOSCREEN, or any screening model cannot be used to
predict the exact time it will take for a source area to meet remediation goals. At Areas 4, 7, and
11 each alternative was evaluated individually by BIOSCREEN, assuming that no other
alternatives will be selected for that source area. At Areas 4, 7 and 9/10, two remedial
alternatives are being proposed, one to address soil contamination, and one to address leachate
contamination. Because BIOSCREEN only accounted for a single alternative at each area, and
two alternatives are actually being proposed for each area (one for soil and one for leachate), the
estimated time frame to achieve remediation action objectives is likely overestimated.

Alternatives Involving Thermal Treatment

Several soil treatment alternatives evaluated for Areas 4, 7 and 11 involve thermal treatment
technologies. Thermal treatment technologies address contamination with heat. A common
concern regarding some thermal treatment technologies is the formation of products of
incomplete combustion such as dioxins or furans. Under certain conditions, the addition of heat
to chlorinated organic compounds in the presence of oxygen can produce dioxins and furans.
Chlorinated VOCs are present in the soils at Areas 4 and 7. If an alternative is selected that
involves thermal treatment, each unit will be pre-tested on site prior to full-scale operation. The
pre-test is often called a "proof-of-performance” test. During the proof-of-performance test, air
emissions from the stack will be sampled for: total volatile organic compounds; dioxins; and pH.
Several other parameters will also be measured during the proof-of-performance testing to ensure
that conditions are adequate for destruction of VOCs. These parameters are measured at specific
locations within the treatment system and are specific to each type of technology. During the
proof-of-performance test, measurements of these parameters are noted and compared with
emission rates of various compounds. These measurements are then used as a guide to show that
conditions within the treatment system are optimal for efficient system operation and VOC
destruction. Following the proof-of-performance test, results from the air sampling for dioxins
and furans will be evaluated in a risk assessment to ensure that the treatment systems operate in a
manner protective of human health and the environment. If the results of the proof-of-
performance tests show that the thermal treatment units are operating properly, full-scale
operation will begin. During the proof-of-performance test, as well as full-scale operation,
continuous monitoring (of temperature, pH and volatile organic material) will be conducted on
each thermal treatment unit. Continuous monitoring will ensure that the unit is running properly
and within the correct temperature range to ensure efficient contaminant destruction. In addition,
specific air monitoring will occur at scheduled intervals to ensure that, if dioxins and furans are
produced, the levels emitted will be protective of human health and the environment.

‘Due to the lack of information on contaminants in Source Area 9/10, Contaminant spread and dilution could not be
accurately modeled.
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If a thermal treatment technology is chosen for Arca 11, a proof-of-performance test and
continuous monitoring will also be implemented there. However, because contaminants are
almost entirely non-chlorinated, dioxin/furan testing will be much less intensive.

Thermal treatment at three source areas would also involve a surface water discharge (on site at
Areas 4 and 7, off site at Area 11). Water may be utilized in the scrubber unit in combination
with a neutralizing material such as calcium suifate. The water and calcium sulfate serve to
remove hydrochloric acid and chlorine gases formed in the thermal treatment unit and will
prevent these gases from being vented into the atmosphere. Scrubber water would then be
treated for pH and discharged to surface water. Water discharged to the environment would be
periodically monitored to ensure it meets the substantive requirements of the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations.

DESCRIPTION OF THERMAL TREATMENT UNITS

Two types of thermal treatment technologies are included as alternatives within this ROD:
catalytic oxidation and Low Temperature Thermal Desorption (LTTD). Catalytic Oxidation is a
thermal treatment process that destroys contaminants at low temperatures (compared to most
thermal processes) through the use of a catalyst. LTTD 1s a thermal treatment process that heats
up contaminated media in order to volatilize off the contaminants, rather than destroy them.
Both thermal treatment technologies are discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs.

Catalytic Oxidation

The catalytic oxidation unit would treat vapors containing compounds extracted from
contaminated soil or water. Within the catalytic oxidation unit, oxidation of the organic
compound occurs whereby oxygen reacts with the compound containing carbon and hydrogen to
form primarily carbon dioxide and water. Oxidation of a chlorinated compound within the
catalytic oxidation unit results in the formation of primarily carbon dioxide and hydrochloric
acid. The presence of the catalyst, typically a precious metal formulation (platinum or
palladium), facilitates the oxidation reaction. The catalyst increases the rate of reaction without
being used up in the reaction. Because the catalyst increases the rate of reaction, the reaction can
occur at lower temperatures. As such, catalytic oxidation units operate at much lower
temperatures (approximately 890° F to 1000° F*) than thermal incineration systems (that operate
at approximately 1000° F to 1400° F). The primary components of the catalytic oxidation unit
are: a liquid/vapor separator, a heat exchanger; a burner (to indirectly pre-heat vapor to 890° F);
a catalytic oxidation unit; and a scrubber. Liquid collected in the liquid/vapor separator will be
taken off site for disposal at a permitted facility. Water used in the scrubber unit to treat vapor
for pH, will itself be treated for pH and discharged to near-by surface water. Discharged water
would be monitored periodically to ensure it meets the substantive requirements of the NPDES
regulations.

*Global Technologies Proposal for CDM May 11, 2000



LTTD

LTTD would treat soils after excavation. The LTTD unit would be direct-fired and would
operate at temperatures up to approximately 900" F, which is sufficient to convert the
contaminants in the soil to the vapor phase. The LTTD umt 1s not intended to destroy organic
contaminants, but rather to physically separate contaminants from the soil. After contaminants
are removed from the soil, the vaporized contaminants are then directed through a bag house to
remove particulate matter prior to being introduced to the afterburner. The concentrations of
contaminants are expected to be-high to require the use of an afterburner. The afterbumer is a
separate unit that operates at temperatures between 1,600° F and 1,800° F, which is sufficient to
convert the contaminants to primarily carbon dioxide, water vapor, and hydrochloric acid. A
scrubber would be used to treat the vapor for pH prior to release to the environment. Scrubber
water would then be treated for pH and discharged to near-by surface water. Water discharged to
the environment would be monitored periodically to ensure it meets the substantive requirements

of the NPDES regulations.
Potential AR ARs for both thermal treatment technologtes include:
e 35111 Adm. Code Section 215.301 Section 215.301 states that “no person shall cause or

allow the discharge of more than 3.6 kg/hr (8 Ibs/hr) of organic matenal into the atmosphere
from any emission unit...” and is applicable to both thermal units;

e Clean Air Act, Section 112(a) Section 112(a) requires that in order to be considered a
“minor” source, the emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)’ as listed in Section
112(b) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) shall not exceed 10 tons per year of a single HAP or 25
tons per year of any combination of such HAPs; and

e 40 CFR 63.1203 Relevant portions of the standards at 40 CFR 63.1203, which are applicable
to hazardous waste incinerators, will be applied to the thermal units identified within this

ROD.

* Hazardous Air Pollutants as identified within Section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act.
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DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR SOURCE AREAS

Every alternative selected for detailed analysis for the four source areas is described in this
section. The description for each alternative includes costs divided into three categories: Capital
(costs to construct the remedy); Annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M) (costs necessary to
keep remedy operational after construction is complete); and, Total Present Worth (present value
of all costs to be incurred over the life of the remedy, assuming a 30-year period pursuant to
CERCLA guidance). In addition, the description for each altciti. tve includes discussion of key
ARARs that differ from those required by other alternatives. ARARS are generally requirements
that must be met regarding either a contaminant that is present, an action being conducted or the
location of the source area. The ARARs specified for the entire Southeast Rockford
Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site are described more fully.

SOURCE AREA 4

Source Area 4 — Soil

SCS-44: Neo Action
For Alternative SCS-4A, no active measures would be undertaken to control or remediate the

soil. No use or access restrictions would be imposed. Sotl contaminants would remain on-site
and would not be reduced in volume, treated or contained. Computer modeling predicted that the
time to meet state groundwater standards at the GMZ under this alternative would be
approximately 60 to 70 years. There are no costs to implement this alternative.

SCS-4B: Limited Action (restrictions on groundwater and land usage)

Alternative SCS-4B includes placing use restrictions on the contaminated area to prevent
installation of drinking water wells and future site development within the soil source area. Soil
contaminants would remain on site and would not be reduced in volume, treated or contained.
The time to reach state groundwater standards at the GMZ under this alternative would be the
same as Alternative SCS-4A, approximately 60 to 70 years. Future source area development
would be restricted for approximately 60 to 70 years, when the RAOs would be met. The
estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $28.000
Annual O&M: $0
Total Present Worth:$28,000

SCS-4C: Soil Vapor Extraction with vapor treaii.ent by catalytic oxidation
Under this alternative, contaminated soils would be remediated in situ via a SVE system that is

the preferred presumptive remedy for soils contaminated with VOCs. A blower would provide a
source of negative pressure to extract vapors from the subsurface through a series of wells
connected by underground piping. Due to the presence of residual NAPL and a possible scenario
of air sparging with steam injection as the remedial action for leachate control, it has been
assumed that the wells would be constructed of carbon steel. A pilot-testing program would be
conducted prior to the design and construction of the SVE system to determine well spacing and
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well construction details. The SVE system would treat all contaminated sotls at the site above
the water table to remediation goals. Pockets of highly contaminated soils or pockets of NAPL
would increase the remediation time frame. Given the presence of residual NAPL at this source
area, it is expected that significant quantities of contaminated vapors would be extracted. Vapors
extracted from soil would go into a liquid vapor separator. The liquid would be collected in a
tank and sent off site for proper treatment and disposal. The vapors would be treated with a
catalytic oxidation unit. The time to reach state groundwater standards at the GMZ under this
alternative would be approximately 20 to 30 years. It would take approximately 20 to 30 years to
meet RAOs for this alternative. The estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $479,000
Annual O&M: $135,160
Total Present Worth:  $2,156,000

SCS-4D: Soil Excavation and On-Site Thermal Treatment with low-temperature thermal

desorption followed by an afterburner.
Alternative SCS-4D is the proposed alternative for soil remediation at Area4. LTTD is a

presumptive remedy for VOCs in soil, although it is not U.S. EPA’s preferred technology.
Under this alternative, approximately 2,800 cubic yards of contaminated soils would be
excavated and VOCs would be removed through on-site thermal treatment in a LTTD unit. Soil
gas analysis indicates that a portion of contaminated soil may be present beneath the former
Swebco building. Excavation of soil beneath the building would likely require part of the
structure to be demolished and re-built following project completion. Costs for partial building
demolition and reconstruction have been included for this alternative.

The majority of the contaminated soil is located below the water table. Therefore, Alternative
SCS-4D would include the installation of well points for dewatering at a flow rate of 15 gallons
per minute (gpm) to lower the water table to expose the residual NAPL. The water collected
during the dewatering process will be contained on site in two 21,000-gallon carbon steel tanks.
The tanks would be transported to an appropriate disposal facility at a frequency to be
determined during the design phase. The soil would then be excavated and stockpiled for
processing. Due to the levels of VOCs expected during excavation, the cost to install a
temporary enclosure over the excavation for emissions control has been included. Contaminated
vapors would be collected from the temporary enclosure and directed to the afterburner used in
conjunction with the LTTD unit.

Excavated soils would first be screened to remove particles greater than four inches in size and
then conveyed to the primary treatment unit where the contaminants would be thermally
desorbed from the soil and destroyed in the afterburer. Thermally treated soil would then be
conveyed to a process unit that cools and re-hydrates the soil. The soil would be stockpiled for
testing to ensure that the clean-up goals have been achieved. Production rate of this system is
approximately 15 tons per hour, depending on soil type and moisture content. Based on this rate,
it would take approximately one month to thermally process the soil. Excavation would be
backfilled upon completion of treatment of soil to acceptable levels and would take
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approximately 5 to 15 years to meet RAOs for this alternative. Estimated costs for this
alternative are as follows:

Capital: $2,121,000
Annual O&M: $1,000
Total Present Worth:  $2,121,000

Source Area 4 - Leachate

Currently, no groundwater wells (potable or non-potable) exist within the GMZ of Area 4. All
Area 4 leachate remedies include institutional controls to restrict groundwater usage within the
GMZ, as well as installation of monitoring wells and implementation of a groundwater and
leachate-monitoring program. Groundwater and leachate would be monitored at predetermined
intervals for 30 years per RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) post-closure
groundwater monitoring requirements. Monitoring will typically consist of collecting
groundwater and analyzing for VOCs and, where appropriate, parameters that measure biological
activity.

SCL-4A: No Action (leachate monitoring, restrictions on groundwater usage)

This alternative would consist of no action with leachate monitoring and institutional controls on
groundwater usage for Area 4. Although leachate concentrations would continue to attenuate
naturally, this altermative would not comply with RAOs for 60 to 70 years. Estimated costs for
this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $54,000
Annual O&M: $7,000
Total Present Worth:  $269,000

SCL-4B: Hydraulic Containment (leachate monitring, leachate containment/collection

and treatment and on-site surface discharge, and groundwater use restrictions)
Alternative SCL-4B i1s the proposed altermative for leachate remediation at Area 4 and would
include installation of a leachate containment system, monitoring of the source area leachate and
groundwater and implementation of groundwater use restrictions. As part of the leachate
containment system, four leachate extraction wells, piping, controls and an air-stripping unit
would be installed. Leachate would be extracted from the extraction wells by submersible
pumps and directed to an air-stripping unit at a rate of approximately 20 gpm. An air-stripping
unit would treat the collected leachate and discharge the treated effluent to an on-site storm water
ditch located approximately 200 feet north of the source. The effluent would be monitored
periodically for VOCs to confirm that the leachate is treated to acceptable levels.

The treatment method for vapors stripped from the leachate in the air-stripping unit would
depend on which soil alternative is implemented. Vapors would be directed to the catalytic
oxidation unit if SCS-4C were the chosen soil alternative. Vapors generated by the air-stripping
unit as a part of this alternative would be treated by GAC in combination with all other soil
alternatives.
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This alternative would comply with RAOs after approximately 35 to 45 years. Estimated costs
for this alternative account for vapor treatment by GAC and are as follows:

Capital: $249,000
Annual O&M: $47,000
Total Present Worth:  $1,117,000

SCL-4C: Install Injection Wells Along Northwestern Boundary of the GMZ/Install Air
Sparging Unit/Inject Air/Restriction On Groundwater Usage
Alternative SCL-4C includes the installation of air injection wells and an air-sparging unit. The
injection wells would be installed down gradient along the northwestern boundary of the GMZ
and screened in the saturated zone. Air would be injected into the subsurface to volatilize the
contaminant vapors to the vadose zone, where they would be removed by vacuum extraction.
The air sparging system would be required to operate in conjunction with an SVE system, as
described in a..ernative SCS-4C. Vapors produced by air sparging would be ccllected in the
SVE system and directed to the catalytic oxidation unit. Air sparging without SVE would cause
migration of the vapors away from the site and might create unacceptable risks to human health
and the environment. This alternative would comply with RAOs after approximately 15 to 25
years. The estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $2,037,000
Annual O&M: $57,000
Total Present Worth: $2,522,000

SCL-4D: Reactive Barrier Wall/Leachate Monitoring/Groundwater Use Restrictions

Alternative SCL-4D would include the installation of a 300-foot reactive barrier wall to an
average depth of 60 feet bgs down gradient of the source area (on the northwestern boundary of
the GMZ). The reactive barrier wall would have a thickness of 2 feet, be comprised of a
permeable reactive iron media and be positioned such that it is able to treat the corresponding
leachate plume. As the contaminated leachate moved passively through the treatment wall, the
contaminants would be removed by sorption onto the iron media. During reactive wall
construction, two jetting wells would be installed within the iron media. These jetting wells
would allow for rejuvenating the iron media by flushing out solids or biological growth that
could foul or clog the reactive wall. The implementation of this alternative would likely be more
difficult than the other leachate alternatives, due to required depth of excavation and the presence
of underground utilities. This alternative would comply with RAOs for leachate down gradient
of the wall immediately upon completion of installation. However, soil concentrations up
gradient of the wall would not meet RAOs for some time. The estimated costs for this
alternative are as follows: '

Capital: $5,659,000

Annual O&M: $7,000

Total Present Worth: $5,911,000
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SCL-4E: Install Injection Wells Along the Northwestern Boundary of the GMZ and
Within the Source Area/Install Air Sparging Unit/Inject Air Restriction On
Groundwater Usage ‘
Alternative SCL-4E includes the same elements as SCL-4C. In addition to the air injection wells
installed at the GMZ boundary under SCL-4C, this alternative would include air injection wells
located at the source. The addition of air injection wells at the source make this alternative more
effective but more costly than alternative SCL-4C. This zlt.m~tive would comply with RAOs
after approximately 10 to 20 years. The estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:
Capital: $2,306,000
Annual O&M: $57,000
Total Present Worth: $2,796,000

SOURCE AREA 7

Source Area 7 — Sail

SCS-74: No Action

For Alternative SCS-7A, no remedial actions would be undertaken. Soil contaminants would
remain on site and would not be reduced in volume, treated or contained. Computer modeling
predicted that the time to meet state groundwater standards at the GMZ under this alternative
would be approximately 80 to 90 years. There are no costs to implement this alternative.

SCS-7B: Limited Action (restrictions on soil usage)

Alternative SCS-7B includes placing access and use restrictions on contaminated soils. Access
and use restrictions would be instituted to prevent future site development. Warning signs and
fencing would be installed to discourage unauthorized persons from excavating soils. As with
SCS-7A, soil contaminants would remain on site and would not be reduced in volume, treated or
contained. This alternative would not comply with RAOs for 80 to 90 years. Estimated costs for

this alternative are 3 follows:

Capatal: $69.000
Annual O&M: $200
Total Present Worth:  $275,000

SCS-7C: Soil Excavation with Ex-Situ, Biological Treatment in Biopiles

Under this alternative, contaminated soils would be excavated and treated on site. Alternative
SCS-7C would include dewatering and excavation of anproximately 57,000 cubic yards of
material for on-site biotreatment. Although bioremediation is not a presumptive remedy for
VOC:s in soil, this technology would achieve remediation goals. Alternative SCS-7C would
include the installation of well points for dewatering at a flow rate of 10 gpm to lower the water
table to expose the residual NAPL. Water collected during the dewatering process would be
contained on site in two 21,000-gallon carbon steel tanks and transported to an appropriate
disposal facility at a frequency to be determined during the design phase. Soil would then be
excavated and stockpiled for processing. Due to the levels of VOCs expected during excavation,

61



the cost to install a temporary enclosure over the excavation has been included. Contaminated
vapors would be collected and passed through granular activated carbon prior to release to the

atmosphere.

Excavated soil would be screened to remove all particles greater than two inches in size,
although slightly larger particle sizes may be allowable. On-site staging areas would be
constructed and soils would be piled on high-density polyethylene (HDPE) liners with fine sand
layers above and below to maintain liner integrity. Approximate soil pile dimensions would be
six feet tall with the base of the pile measuring 16 feet across and the top of the pile measuring
five feet across. Water and nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) would be added periodically, as
needed, for optimal biological activity. In addition, pH would be controlled by the addition of
lime and/or acid. Piping would be installed below the piles within the fine sand layer above the
HDPE lines to collect leachate produced by the piles. Following collection, the leachate would
be recycled and used for watering the piles, as previously described. A mechanical mixer would
blend the soil to enhance microorganism/contaminant interactions and aeration, thereby
enhancing biodegradation rates of contaminants. Soils that meet the remediation goals would be
placed back into the excavated areas upon approval by the Agencies. Estimated duration for th-
treatment of the 57,000 cubic yards of soil would be approximately 5 years. Although actual soil
treatment would be completed in 5 years, this alternative would comply with RAOs after
approximately 15 to 25 years when ARARs are met at the GMZ. Estimated costs for this
alternative are as follows:

Capital: $15,647,000
Annual O&M: $627.000
Total Present Worth:  $18,218,000

SCS-7D: Excavation and On-Site Thermal Treatment with low-temperature thermal
desorption followed by afterburner
Under this alternative, approximately 57,000 cubic yards of contaminated soils would be
excavated for on-site thermal treatment viaa LTTD unit. LTTD is a presumptive remedy for
VOCs in soil, although it is not U.S. EPA’s preferred technology. In this alternative, soils
excavation, site dewalenng/treatment and excavation enclosure would all be performed as
described for alternative SCS-7C. Excavated soils would be screened to remove particles greater
than four inches in size and then conveyed to the LTTD unit. Following the primary treatment
unit where the contaminants would be vaporized from the soil, contaminant vapors would be
destroyed in the afterbumer. Treated soil would then be conveyed to a process unit that cools
and re-hydrates the soil and stockpiles the soil for testing (to ensure that the clean-up goals have
been achieved). The production rate of this system ranges from 80 to 120 tons per hour,
depending on soil type and moisture content. Based on this rate, the estimated duration of the
thermal treatment would be eight months. Although actual soil treatment would be completed in
eight months, this alternative would comply with RAOs after approximately 10 to 20 years.
Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $15,124,000
Annual O&M: $85,000
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Total Present Worth:  $15,209,000

SCS-7E: Soil Vapor Extraction and Air Sparging System with vapor treatment by
catalytic oxidation
Alternative SCS-7E is the proposed alternative for soils at Area 7. SVE is the preferred
presumptive remedy for soils contaminated with VOCs. This alternative would combine soil
vapor extraction and air sparging technologies to address contaminants in unsaturated and
saturated soil and leachate in Source Area 7. Under this alternative, unsaturated and saturated
contaminated soils would be remediated in situ via a vapor extraction system. This alternative
would consist of the installation of a series of wells connected by an underground piping system.
A blower would provide a source of negative pressure to extract vapors from the subsurface.
Sixteen vacuum extraction wells would be placed in the suspected source areas. Extraction wells
would be constructed to a depth of up to 25 feet and screened 1n the vadose zone, where they
would extract volatile contaminants from the unsaturated zone, as well as some leachate
contaminants, which are able to volatilize from the surface of the water table. The estimated
flow rate for the SVE system would be 1200 standard cabic feet per minute (scfm). A pilot test
would be conducted prior to system design to determine: well construction, extraction flow rate,

and spacing.

The air sparging system would be constructed to volatilize VOCs from saturated soils and
leachate through the injection of air and the collection of VOCs using vapor extraction wells. A
total of 53 air sparging wells would be constructed to a depth of 50 feet bgs. Camp Dresser and
McKee has assumed a radius of influence of 25 feet for the air sparging wells. Two air
compressors would be used to inject air to the subsurface, each at a rate of 400 scfm, for a total
of 800 scfm. However, a pilot study would be conducted to verify flow rate and the radius of
influence prior to full-scale implementation.

Given the presence of residual NAPL, it is expected that significant concentrations of
contaminated vapors would be extracted. The extracted vapors would be treated with a catalytic
oxidation unit. Carbon adsorption would not be a cost-eifective technology for treating the vapor
upon startup of the soil vapor extraction systems. However, carbon adsorption could be used to
address contaminants in the vapor after contaminant levels were reduced by catalytic oxidation
for a period of up to six months to one year. This alternative would comply with RAOs after
approximately 15 to 25 years. Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $3.071,000
Annual O&M: $320,000
Total Present Worth:  $5,624,000

Source Area 7 — Leachate

Area 7 leachate remedies include institutional controls on groundwater usage within the GMZ, as
well as installation of monitoring wells and implementation of a groundwater and leachate-
monitoring program. Groundwater and leachate would be monitored at predetermined intervals
for 30 years per RCRA post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements. Monitoring would
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typically consist of collecting groundwater and analyzing for VOC and, where appropriate,
parameters that measure biological activity.

SCL-7A: No Action (leachate monitoring and restrictions on groundwater)

This alternative would consist of no action, with leachate monitoring and institutional controls on
groundwater usage for Area 7. Leachate concentrations would continue to attenuate naturally.
This alternative would comply with RAOs after approximately 80 to 90 years. Estimated costs
for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $67,000
Annual O&M: $9,000
Total Present Worth:  $347,000

SCL-7B: Multi-Phase Extraction/Leachate Containment/Collection with Treatment by

Air Stripping/On-site Surface Discharge/Groundwater Use Restrictions '
Alternative SCL-7B is the proposed alternative for Area 7 leachate. This aiternative was
designed to complement soil alternative SCS-7E and would include the instaliation of a multi-
phase extraction (MPE) system in the source and a leachate containment system along the down-
gradient side of the GMZ. The leachate containment system would consist of eight leachate
extraction wells, a central pump station, an air-stripping unit, piping and controls. Source area
leachate would be collected via the leachate extraction wells to be located northwest of the park
play ground area. The leachate would be extracted and pumped to the air-stripping unit at a rate
of 10 gpm, with the treated effluent from the air stripper discharged to the unnamed creek located
approximately 450 feet north of the source. The treated effluent would be periodically monitored
to confirm discharge criteria are being met. Vapors from the air-stripping unit would be treated
in the catalytic oxidation unit installed as a component of Alternative SCS-7E.

Ten MPE wells (approximately 25 feet deep) would be installed in the source and connected by
underground piping to a central vacuum pump/vapor treatment system enclosure. The enclosure
would include an air/water separation system, with the water pumped to the leachate containment
system air stripper. Air from the air/water separation system would be sent to the catalytic
oxidation unit. This alternative would comply with RAOs after approximately 30 to 40 years.
Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $1,435,000
Annual O&M: $128,000
Total Present Worth:  $2.637,000

SCL-7C: Reactive Barrier Wall/Leachate Monitoring/ Groundwater Use Restrictions
Alternative SCL-7C would include the installation of a two-foot-thick reactive barrier wall that
would consist of a funnel and gate system. The funnel wall component of the funnel and gate
system would direct the contaminated leachate plume to the reactive treatment wall. The reactive
barrier wall is comprised of a permeable reactive iron media that would be able to treat the
corresponding leachate contaminants to acceptable levels. The reactive wall would include
jetting wells that would flush out particulate matter or biological growth that could clog or foul
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the iron media. Altemative SCL.-7C also rcquires the installation of 310- and 420-foot funncl
walls north and west of the source area leachate plume. The two funnel walls would be joined
together with a 210-toot reactive gate positioned between the walls. The western funnel wall
would be tied into bedrock at approximately 50 feet bgs, while the northern funnel wall and
reactive gate would be extended to a depth of 80 feet bgs. This alternative would comply with
RAO:s for leachate on the down-gradient side of the wall immediately, upon completion of
installation. However, soil concentrations up gradient of the wall would not meet RAOs for
some time. Estimated costs for this alternative are as follow=

Capital: $4,104,000
Annual O&M: $8.,000
Total Present Worth:  $4,391,000

SOURCE AREA 9/10

The description of each alternative for Areas 4 and 7 contains estimates based on computer
modeling of the time required to meet state groundwater standards at the GMZ boundary.
However, no computer modeling could be performed for Area 9/10 soil and leachate alternatives,
because of the inability to gather data in the area. Therefore, the time to meet RAOs under each
alternative for Area 9/10 is discussed qualitatively, in comparison to one another.

Source Area 9/10-Soil

SCS-9/104 No Action
For alterative SCS-9/10A, no remedial actions would be undertaken. Soil contaminants would
remain on-site and would not be reduced in volume, treated, or contained. There are no costs to

implement this alternative.

SCS-9/10B  Limited Action (restrictions of future development)

Alternative SCS-9/10B inciudes placing use restrictions on the contaminated area to prevent
future site development. As with SCS-9/10A, soil contaminants would remain on-site and would
not be reduced in volume, trcated or contained. This alternative would take the same amount of
time as alternative SCS-9/10A to reach RAOs. Estimated costs for this alternative are as

follows:

Capital: $28,000
Annual O&M: $0
Total Present Worth:  $28,000

S$CS-9/10C:  Soil Vapor Extraction with vapor treatment using activated carbon
Alternative SCS-9/10C is the proposed alternative for soils at Area 9/10. Under this alternative,
contaminated soils would be remediated in situ via a SVE system. SVE is the preferred
presumptive remedy for soils contaminated with VOCs. This alternative would consist of the
installation of a series of wells connected by an underground piping system. A blower would
provide a source of negative pressure to extract vapors from the subsurface. Extraction wells
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would be screened in the vadose zone, where they would remove the contaminants from the
unsaturated zone, as well as leachate contaminants that might diffuse from the surface of the
water table. A pilot program would be conducted prior to the design of the SVE system to
determine well spacing and in situ air permeability.

Vapors collected from the SVE unit would be treated through the use of activated granular
carbon. Activated granular carbon could be used to treat vapors at this area (as opposed to
catalytic oxidation at Areas 4 and 7) because of the lower-expected concentrations of
contaminants from soils. The vapor treatment scenario may have to be reevaluated based upon
additional data collection from Area 9/10 and the results of the SVE pilot program. This
alternative would meet RAOs in the shortest period of time of all other Area 9/10 soil
alternatives. Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $225,000
Annual O & M: $329,000
Total Present Worth:  $4,308,000

Source Area 9/10 — Leachate

All Area 9/10 leachate remedies include institutional controls on groundwater usage within the
GMZ, installation of monitoring wells and implementation of a groundwater and leachate
monitoring program. Groundwater and leachate would be monitored at predetermined intervals
for 30 years, per RCRA post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements. Monitoring would
typically consist of collecting groundwater and analyzing for VOCs and, where appropriate,
parameters that measure biological activity.

SCL-9/104: No Action (leachate monitoring and restrictions on groundwater usage)

This alternative would consist of no action with leachate monitoring and institutional controls on
groundwater usage. Leachate concentrations would continue to attenuate naturally. Future
source area development would be restricted for the longest period time under this alternative, as
it would take the longest to reach RAOs. Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $60,000
Annual O&M: $5,000
Total Present Worth:  $217,000

SCL-9/10B: Hydraulic Containment (leachate monitoring, leachate containment collection
and treatment by air stripping, off-site surface discharge and groundwater use
restrictions)

The Hydraulic Containment alternative would include installation of a leachate containment

system. As part of the leachate containment system, 55 leachate extraction wells, piping,

controls and an air-stripping unit would be installed. Wells would be used, rather than a deep
trench to protect the adjacent building structure. Source-area leachate would be collected in
leachate extraction wells installed west and south of the Sundstrand Plant #1. Extracted leachate
would be sent via pumps to the air-stripping unit at a rate of 50 gpm. Vapors collected from the
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air-stripping unit would be treated by granular activated carbon and released to the atmosphere.
Treated water from the air-stripping unit would be discharged off site to a storm water ditch
located approximately 2,000 feet south of the source. This leachate alternative would achieve
RAOs more quickly than SCL-9/10A, but not as quickly as the air sparging conducted under
alternative SCL-9/10C. Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: . $1.326,000
Annual O&M: $42.000
Total Present Worth: ~ $2,440,000

SCL-9/10C: Install Injection Wells along the Southwestern GMZ Boundary/Install Air
Sparging Unit/Inject Air/Restriction On Groundwater Usage
Alternative SCL-9/10C includes the installation of air injection wells (along the southwestern
boundary of the GMZ) and an air-sparging unit. Injection wells would be installed along the
GMZ boundary to contain and treat the source area leachate. Air would be injected into the
subsurface to volatilize the contaminant vapors to the vidose zone, where they would be
removed by vacuum extraction. The air sparging systein would be required to operaie in
conjunction with an SVE system such as described in aiternative SCS-9/10C. Vapors produced
by air sparging would be collected in the SVE system. This alternative would achieve RAOs in a
short amount of time, but slightly longer than that required by SCL-9/10E. Estimated costs for
this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $2,293,000
Annual O&M: $65,000
Total Present Worth:  $3,208.,000

SCL-9/10D: Reactive Barrier Wall/Leachate Monitoring/Restrictions on Groundwater
Usage
SCL-9/10D was the proposed alternative for leachate at Area 9/10. Alternative SCL-9/10D
would include the insiallation of a reactive barrier wall ihat would consist of a funnel and gate
system. The reactive barrier system would be constructed of iron media to treat the leachate as it
flows through the reactive wall. Reactive barmer wall construction would include jetting wells to
flush-out particulate matter or biological growth that could foul or clog the iron media. This
alternative would comply with RAOs for leachate immediately upon completion of installation.
However, soil concentrations up gradient of the wall would not meet RAOs for some time.
Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $3,329,000
Annual O&M: $5,000
Total Present Worth: ~ $3,523,000

SCL-9/10E: Install Injection Wells Along Boundary of the GMZ and Source Area/Install
Air Sparging Unit/Inject Air/Restriction On Groundwater Usage

Alternative SCL-9/10E is essentially the same as Alternative SCS9/10C, except that additional

air sparging wells would be installed at the source area in addition to the GMZ boundary. As
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with Alternative SCS-9/10C, the air sparging system would be required to operate in conjunction
with an SVE system as described in alternative SCS-9/10C. Vapors produced by air sparging
would be collected in the SVE system. This alternative would achieve RAOs in a relatively short
amount of time, second only to Alternative SCL-9/10D. Estimated costs for this alternative are
as follows:

Capatal: $2.697,000
Annual O&M: $65,000
Total Present Worth: $3,619,000

SOURCE AREA 11

Computer modeling performed for Area 11 predicted that for any alternative, dissolved
contaminants would meet state groundwater standards at the GMZ boundary prior to intersecting
the GMZ boundary. However, free product NAPL exists at the interior of the site and represents
a principal threat. With the exception of SCS-11A (No Action), the alternatives evaluated for
Area 11 arc designed to address overall soil contamination, including free product NAPL.

Source Area 11 — Soil

SCS-11A4: No Action

For Alternative SCS-11A, no remedial actions would be undertaken. Soil contaminants would
remain on-site and would not be reduced in volume, treated or contained. Free product NAPL is
present at the interior of Area 11 and soil remediation objectives would not be met for some time.
This alternative would take the longest amount of time to meet soil remediation objectives and
RAOs at the interior of the site. There are no costs to implement this alternative.

SCS-11B: Limited Action (restrictions on future site development)

Alternative SCS-11B includes placing use restrictions on the contaminated area. Institutional
controls would be implemented to prevent future site development. As with alternative SCS-

11 A, soil contaminants would remain on site and would not be reduced in volume, treated or
contained. This alternative would require the same amount of time to achieve soil remediation
objectives and RAOs as alternative SCS-11A. The estimated costs for this alternative are as
follows:

Capital: $28,000
Annual O&M: S0
Total Present Worth:  $28,000

SCS-11C: Soil Vapor Extraction with vapor treatment, using catalytic oxidation

This 1s the proposed alternative for Area 11 soils. Soil Vapor Extraction is the preferred
presumptive remedy for soils contaminated with VOCs. Under this alternative, contaminated
soils would be remediated in situ via a vapor extraction system. This alternative would consist of
the installation of a series of wells connected by an underground piping system. A blower would
provide a source of negative pressure to extract vapors from the subsurface. Five vacuum-
extraction wells would be placed in the source area. The extraction wells would be screened in
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the vadose zone, where they would remove volatile contaminants from the unsaturated zone, as
well as some leachate contaminants that may diffuse from the surface of the water table. Due to
the presence of NAPL, it has been assumed that the wells would be constructed of carbon steel in
case steam injection is required. A pilot program would be conducted prior to system design to
determine well construction, spacing and in situ air permeability.

Given the presence of residual NAPL, it is expected that significant quantities of contaminated
vapors would be extracted. The vapors would initially bo troat~d with a catalytic oxidation unit.
Carbon adsorption would not be a cost-effective technology tor «reating the vapor upon startup of
the soil vapor extraction system. It is possible that carbon adsorption could be used to address
contaminants in the vapor after contaminant concentration levels were reduced by using catalytic
oxidation for a period of six months to one year. This alternative would achieve soil remediation
objectives and RAOs in the shortest amount of time of all alternatives evaluated for Area 11.
Estimated costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $543,500
Annual O&M: $212.,880
Total Present Worth:  $3,185,500

Source Area 11 -- Leachate

No remedial alternatives (with the exception of the No Action Alternative) were developed for
Area 11 leachate. The BIOSCREEN results indicate that even though LNAPL is present in the
interior of the area, groundwater would meet state groundwater standards at the GMZ boundary.
BIOSCREEN accounted for the 150 feet between the hot spot at Area 11 and the GMZ
boundary. Modeled concentrations of benzene, xylene and TCE dropped below groundwater
standards within 75 feet down gradient of the elevated soil concentrations (CDM, 2000 RI
Appendix B). However, due to the presence of free product NAPL at the interior of the site,
institutional controls on groundwater usage within the GMZ would be implemented,
approximately four monitoring wells would be installed and a groundwater and leachate
montitoring program would be executed.

SCL-11A4: No Action (leachate monitoring and restrictions on groundwater usage)

This altemative would consist of no action with leachate monitoring and institutional controls on
groundwater usage. Leachate concentrations would continue to attenuate naturally. The
groundwater and lcachate would be monitored at predetermined intervals for 30 years per RCRA
post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements. Monitoring would typically consist of
collecting groundwater and analyzing for VOCs and, where appropriate, parameters that measure
biological activity. Future arca development would be restricted under this alternative. Estimated
costs for this alternative are as follows:

Capital: $54,000

Annual O&M: $8,000
Total Present Worth:  $297.000
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

This section explains the Illinois EPA’s rationale for selecting the preferred alternatives. The
U.S. EPA has developed nine criteria to evaluate remedial alternatives to ensure that important
considerations are factored into remedy-selection decisions. These criteria are derived from the
statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121, as well as other technical and policy
considerations that have proven to be important when selecting remedial alternatives. The nine
criteria are identified and described in the chart below.

The FS for Operable Unit Three presented detailed analysis for 28 different alternatives.
Because the two Modifying Criteria cannot be fully evaluated until public comment is received,
they were not evaluated in the FS. The reader is urged to read the responsiveness summary for
more detailed discussion of public comment received. Detailed analysis of the remaining 7
criteria for each alternative is summarized below. Due to the large number of alternatives, an in-
depth, detailed analysis for each is not provided. Additionally, the alternatives are evaluated in
groups, by source area and media (soil or leachate). The No Action Alternative will only be
discussed for Area 11 leachate, as it failed to be protective of human health and the environment
in all other cases. References to all alternatives in discussions below should be considered to
exclude the No Action Alternative, as well as any other alternatives specific to the subject source
area and media that do not meet threshold criteria.

DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA

Threshold Criteria
The two most important criteria are statutory requirements that must be satisfied by any
alternative in order for it to be eligible for selection.

1. Overall protection of human health and environment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each
pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through treatment, engineering controls or
institutional controls.

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all of the
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements of other Federal and State
environmental statutes and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Criteria

Five primary balancing criteria are used to identify major trade-offs between remedial
alternatives. These trade-offs are ultimately balanced to identify the preferred alternative and to
select the final remedy.

1. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the magnitude of residual risk and
the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met.
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2. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment is the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be employed in a remedy.

3. Short-term effectiveness refers to the speed with which the remedy achieves protection,
as well as the remedy’s potential to create adverse impacts on human health and the
environment that may result during the construction and implementation period.

4. Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including
the availability of materials and services needed to implement the chosen solution.

5. Cost includes capital and operation and maintenance costs.

Modifying Criteria
These criteria may not be considered fully until after the formal public comment period on the
Proposed Plan and RI/FS Report are complete. However, [llinois EPA and U.S. EPA work

closely with the community throughout the project.

1. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on ts review of the RI and Proposed Plan, the
State concurs with, opposes or has no comment on the preferred alternative. While the
NCP speaks in terms of State Acceptance, in this instance, Illinois EPA is the lead
agency, with the support of the U.S. EPA. Hence, for this case, the term “Support
Agency” is more appropriate.

2. Community Acceptance will be assessed in the Record of Decision following a review
of the public comments received on the RI report and the Proposed Plan

AREA 4 SOIL

In addition to the No Action alternative, Alternative SCS-4B will not be discussed within this
section because it failed to meet either of the threshold criteria. A summary of the detailed
analysis for Area 4 Soil is provided below for Alternati.es SCS-4C (SVE) and SCS-4D
(Excavation with LTTD).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Both SCS-4C and SCS-4D are protective of human health and the environment. SCS-4D
achieves soil remediation objectives in less than 1 year.

Compliance with ARARs
Both alternatives comply with ARARSs.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative SCS-4D is more permanent (soils are removed and treated) than SCS-4C and has less
residual risk once excavation is complete. Also, SCS-4D does not require any long-term
operation and maintenance, whereas the SVE system under SCS-4C would require maintenance
until remediation objectives are met after approximately 20 - 30 years.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternative SCS-4D achieves a higher degree of reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants as opposed to SCS-4C. Under SCS-4D, greater than 90% of contaminant mass
would be removed as compared to 85% removal using SCS-4C.

Short-term Effectiveness

Alternative SCS-4C results in a smaller short-term health risk to on-site workers and the
surrounding community, as the contaminants are left in place. Under the SCS-4D, the
contaminants would be excavated, providing more of an opportunity for exposure, but improved
rate of contaminant removal.

Implementation
Both alternatives are technically easy to implement. Some space considerations must be made

with alternative SCS-4D, as the treatment unit will be larger than that under SCS-4C.

~ Cost

The total present worth costs for Alternative SCS-4C s $2,156,000 as compured to SCS-4D’s
$2,121,000.

AREA 4 LEACHATE

The summary of the detailed analysis for Area 4 Leachate is provided below for Alternatives
SCL-4B (Hydraulic Containment); SCL-4C (Air Sparging at GMZ Boundary); SCL-4D
(Reactive Barrier Wall) and SCL-4E (Air Sparging at Source and GMZ Boundary).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

All alternatives evaluated for Area 4 Leachate are protective of human health and the
environment. However, only SCL-4D stops contaminants entirely (and in an immediate manner)
from moving outside the GMZ boundary for Area 4.

Compliance with ARARs
All alternatives comply with ARARs. Altemative SCL-4D complies with ARARS in the

shortest amount of time.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
All alternatives require some degree of operation and maintenance. Alternative SCL-4E is the

most effective as it addresses contaminants within hot spots.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternative SCL-4B provides the least reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants as opposed to all others. Alternative SCL-4D provides the highest degree of
reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants, as contaminants are treated while
passing through the reactive barrier wall.
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Short-term Effectiveness
All alternatives cause limited exposure to subsurface contaminants during construction.

Alternative SCL-4D is the most effective in the short term.

Implementation
Alternative SCL-4D is the most difficult to implement due to excavation and dewatering

requirements. Altermative SCL-4B is the easiest.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Area 4 Leachate alternatives are as follows: SCL-4B

($1,117,000); SCL-4C ($2,522,000); SCL-4D ($5,911,000); SCL-4E ($2,796,000).

AREA 7 SOIL

In addition to the No Action Alternative, Alternative SCS-7B will not be discussed within this
section because it failed to meet either threshold criterion. The summary of the detailed analysis
for Area 7 Soil is provided below for Alternatives SCS-7C (Excavation and Biological
Treatment); SCS-7D (Excavation and On-site Low Temperature Thermal Desorption) and SCS-
7E (Soil Vapor Extraction and Air Sparging).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

All alternatives evaluated for Area 7 Soil are protective of human health and the environment.
However, SCS-7C and SCS-7D achieve soil preliminary remediation goals in 2 years or less, as
opposed to the 15 to 20 years required for SCS-7E.

Compliance with ARARs
Alternative SCS-7D complies with ARARS immediately upon the completion of excavation. All
other alternatives would require additional time to meet ARARs.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

All alternatives provide adequate effectiveness and permanence. Alternative SCS-7E is the least
effective and permanent, because contaminants are treated in situ, and therefore rely on operation
and maintenance of a SVE system. Alternative SCS-7D is the most pecrmanent, as contaminants

would be excavated and thermally destroyed above ground.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

All alternatives would provide adequate reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants. Alternative SCS-4E would provide the least reduction in toxicity, mobility and
volume of contaminants (approximately 85%) as opposed to all others. However, after
extraction, the thermal treatment unit would provide greater than 95% reduction in contaminant
volume within the vapors. Altemnative SCS-7D would provide the largest overall reduction in
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants at greater than 90% effectiveness.
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Short-term Effectiveness

Alternatives SCS-7C and SCS-7D are very effective in the short term, as contaminants would be
removed through excavation. However, these alternatives also have the highest short-term risks
to on-site workers and the community, as VOCs could be released during the excavation.

Implementability
All alternatives would be relatively easy to implement and are technically feasible.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Area 7 Soil alternatives are as follows: SCS-7C ($18,218,000);
SCS-7D ($15,209,000) and SCS-7E ($5,624,000).

AREA 7 LEACHATE

A summary of the detailed analysis for Alternatives SCL-7B (Multi-phase Extraction/ Leachate
Containment and Treatment) and SCL-7C (Reactive Barrier Wall) is provided below.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Both alternatives evaluated for Area 7 Leachate are protective of human health and the
environment. However, only SCL-7C, the reactive barrier wall, stops contaminants entirely (and
in an immediate manner) from moving outside the GMZ boundary for Area 7.

Compliance with ARARs
Both alternatives comply with ARARs. Alternative SCL-7D complies with ARARS in the

shortest amount of time.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Both alternatives would provide an adequate degree of effectiveness and permanence.
Alternative SCL-7B would provide a higher degree of permanence, as the NAPL is addressed
directly through extraction.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
Alternative SCL-7B would provide the greatest reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants, as treatment occurs within the hot spots.

Short-term Effectiveness
Alternative SCL-7C is the most effective in the short term, as contaminants would be treated
immediately as they pass through the barrier wall.

Implementation
Alternative SCL-7C is the most difficult to implement due to excavation and dewatering
requirements to install the wall within the trench.

Cost

The total present worth costs for Area 7 Leachate alternatives are as follows: SCL-7B
($2,637,000) and SCL-7C ($4,391,000).
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AREA 9/10 SOIL

In addition to the No Action Alternative, Alternative SCS-9/10B will not be discussed within this
section because it failed to meet either threshold criteria. A summary of the detailed analysis for
Alternative SCS-9/10C (Soil Vapor Extraction) is provided below.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Alternative SCS-9/10C is the only alternative that is protective of human health and the

environment.

Compliance with ARARs
Alternative SCS-9/10C would comply with ARARS in a reasonable time frame.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
Alternative SCS-9/10C is the most effective and perm.znent, aithough ¢ yntaminants would be
treated in situ, and therefore would rely on operation ard maintenance of a SVE system.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
Alternative SCS-9/10C would provide the greatest reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of

contaminants (approximately 85%) as opposed to all others.

Short-term Effectiveness
Alternative SCS-9/10C would provide a medium level of short-term effectiveness. The SVE

system would require a certain amount of time to achieve remediation goals. Short-term risks to
on-site workers and the community would be mimimal, as soils would be treated in situ.

Implementation
Soif Vapor Extraction under SCS-9/10C would be relatively easy to implement, however, space

considerations exist.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Alternative SCS-9/10C 1s $4,308,000.

AREA 9/10 LEACHATE

A summary of the detailed analysis for Area 9/10 Leachate is provided below for Alternatives
SCL-9/10B (Hydraulic Containment); SCL-9/10C (Atr Sparging at GMZ Boundary); SCL-
9/10D (Reactive Barrier Wall) and SCL-9/10E (Air Sparging at Source and GMZ Boundary).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

All alternatives evaluated for Area 9/10 Leachate are protective of human health and the
environment. However, SCL-9/10E would remediate the contamination to a level where natural
attenuation will allow ARARs to be met outside the GMZ boundary for Area 9/10.
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Compliance with ARARs
All altematives comply with ARARs. Altemnative SCS-9/10E complies with ARARS in an

appropriate time frame.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
All altematives require some degree of operation and maintenance. Alternative SCL-9/10E best

meets this criterion, as the degree of residual risk after remediation objectives are achieved would
be small. This is because SCL-9/10E would address contaminants within hot spots.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
Alternative SCL-9/10E would provide enough reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants to allow ARARS to be met in the time frame set forth in this ROD.

Short-term Effectiveness
All alteratives cause limited exposure to subsurface contaminants during construction.

Alternative SCL-9/10E is effective in the short term.

Implementation
Alternative SCL-9/10E is difficult to implement due to excavation and dewatering requirements.

Alternatives SCL-9/10C, SCL-9/10D and SCL-9/10E all face some difficulty, due to
construction beneath 9th Street. Alternative SCL-9/10B would be the easiest to implement.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Area 9/10 Leachate alternatives are as follows: SCL-9/10B

($2,440,000); SCL-9/10C ($3,208,000); SCL-9/10D ($3,523,000) and SCL-9/10E ($3,619,000).

The Contingent Remedy for Leachate Area 9/10 1s SCL-9/10B (Hydraulic Containment/Leachate
Containment/Collection and Treatment by Air Stripping). SCL-9/10B by itself is a limited
action that meets necessary requirements for overall protection of human health and the
environment. However, this alternative would not meet ARARS as quickly as SCL-9/10E
enhanced air sparging so it was not selected for the preferred remedy. This altemative, while
providing some protection to down-gradient receptors, by itself would comply with ARARs at
the property boundary. However, as a contingent remedy used if necessary in conjunction to
SCL-9/10E to address NAPL or higher concentrations of contaminated leachate it will assist in
the meeting of ARARs through source reduction in the proposed time frames.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

All alternatives evaluated for Area 9/10 Leachate are protective of human health and the
environment. However, SCL-9/10B would remediate the contamination to a level where natural
attenuation will allow ARARSs to be met outside the GMZ boundary for Area 9/10.

Compliance with ARARs
All alternatives comply with ARARs. Alternative SCS-9/10B complies with ARARS in an
appropriate time frame it is not as effective as the preferred remedy of SCL-9/10E. Therefore it

is proposed only as a contingent remedy to the proposed leachate remedy.
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Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Al alternatives require some degrec of operation and maintenance. Alternative SCL-9/10B
meets this criterion, as the degree of residual risk after remediation objectives are achieved would
be small. This is because SCL-9/10B would address contaminants within hot spots.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
Alternative SCL-9/10B would provide sufficient reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants to allow ARARS to be met at the designated G.ivi.” boundaries in the time frame set

forth in this ROD.

Short-term Effectiveness
All alternatives cause limited exposure to subsurface contaminants during construction.

Alternative SCL-9/10B is effective in the short term at the property boundaries where it would be
implemented, but not as effective in contaminant control down-gradient from the source area.
The proposed remedy SCL-9/10E is considerably more effective and SCL-9/10B would be
designed to supplement and assist SCL-9/10E if construction s necessary.

Implementation

Alternative SCL-9/10B would be the easiest to implement, however would face some problems
from the placement of the extraction wells and utilities. Alternatives SCL-9/10C, SCL-9/10D
and SCL-9/10E all face some difficulty, due to construction beneath 9th Street.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Area 9/10 Leachate alternatives are as follows: SCL-9/10B
($2,440,000); SCL-9/10C (33,208,000); SCL-9/10D ($3,523,000) and SCL-9/10E ($3,619,000).

AREA 11 SOIL

In addition to the No Action Alternative, Alternative SCS-11B will not be discussed within this
section because it failed to meet either threshold criteria. The summury of the deta’!-4 analysis
for Area 11 Soil is provided below for Alternative SCS-11C (Soil Vapor Extraction).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Alternative SCS-11C is the only alternative that is protective of human health and the

environment.

Compliance with ARARs
Alternative SCS-11C would comply with ARARS in a reasonable time frame.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
Alternative SCS-11C is the most effective and permanent, although contaminants are treated in
situ and therefore rely on operation and maintenance of a SVE system.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternative SCS-11C provides the greatest reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants (approximately 85%) as opposed to all others.
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Short-term Effectiveness
Alternative SCS-11C provides a medium level of short-term effectiveness. The SVE system will

require a certain amount of time to achieve remediation goals. Short-term risks to on-site
workers and the community are minimal, as soils would be treated in situ.

Implementability
Soil Vapor Extraction under SCS-11C is relatively easy to implement, however, space

considerations exist.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Alternative SCS-11C is $3,185,500.

AREA 11 LEACHATE

The summary of the detailed analysis for Area 11 Leachate is provided below for Alternative
SCL-11A (No Action)

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
The No Action alternative is protective of human health and the environment.

Compliance with ARARs
Alternative SCL-11A complies with ARARs.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative SCL-11A requires a degree of operation and maintenance as on-going groundwater
sampling will be required. Alternative SCL-11A meets this criterion. Groundwater
contamination will continue to degrade naturally.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
Alternative SCL-11A will reduce toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants through natural

degradation.
Short-term Effectiveness

Alternative SCL-11A is effective in the short term. Low-level exposure to subsurface
contamination may occur during installation of monitoring wells and sampling events.

Implementation
Alternative SCL-11A is straightforward to implement.

Cost
The total present worth costs for Alternative SCL-11A is $297,000.
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PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES

The National Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes an expectation that U.S. EPA will use
treatment to address principal threats posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP, 40 CFR
§300.430(a)(1)(ii1)}(A)). The term “principal threat” refers to source matenals that are considered
to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained or would present a
significant risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur (U.S. EPA, Guide 6-
40). Remedial investigations conducted at the site have identified principal threat wastes at all
four source areas (Area 4, Arca 7, Area 9/10 and Area 11). Residual NAPL was positively
identified at Areas 4, 7 and 11 (CDM, 2000 RI). At Area 9/10, groundwater concentrations were
identified that were indicative of a significant source of groundwater contamination and NAPL
presence (CDM, 2000 RI 3-77). The following text summarizes information identifying the
principal threats at each Source Area.

AREA 4

Soil boring SB4-202 taken in the northern part of Swetco’s parking lot tested positive for the
presence of a LNAPL directly above and within the top portion of the saturated zone (CDM,
2000 RI 3-14). Laboratory analysis of soil within boring SB4-202 contained 510 ppm of 1,1,1-
TCA (CDM, 2000 RI 3-14). LNAPL was found present at the source from 27 to 35 feet bgs but
was not found in deeper portions of SB4-202 (CDM, 2000 RI 3-14). The extent of NAPL
contamination was not identified. The estimated volume of contaminated soil at Area 4 is

155,400 cubic feet (CDM Operable Unit Three FS Appendix C).

AREA 7

Subsurface sampling results obtained at Area 7 suggest the presence of NAPL in two hot spots
located 1n the northern and southern portions of the area. In the southern hot spot, PCE
concentrations of 260) ppm in soil sample SB7-8D sugg :st the presence of a NAPL (CDM, 1995
R1 4-48). Concentrations of VOCs such as xylene, nanhthalene and 2-methyl naphthalene were
also i1dentified within soil boring SB7-8 at concentrations high enough to exist as NAPL (CDM,
1995 RI1 4-48). Additionally, the SB7-8D soil-boring log indicates an elevated headspace and a
strong solvent odor for sample SB7-8D (CDM, 1995 RI Appendix A). Specific tests designed to
posttively identify NAPL were not performed on soils in the southern hot spot.

AREA 9/10

The concentration of 12 ppm of 1,1,1-TCA in MW201 indicates that NAPL is likely present in
Area 9/10, based on the aqueous solubility limit of 1,1,1-TCA. The concentration of 1,1,1-TCA
in MW201 represents 0.8 to 4 percent of its aqueous solubility limit. Dye testing did not reveal
the presence of NAPL in the more shallow portions of the unconsolidated aquifer. However,
DNAPL would not be expected to be present in the more shallow portions of the aquifer, because
no confining units are present in the top 100 feet of the aquifer (CDM, 2000 RI 3-77).
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Further research has revealed that humerous releases of petroleum based fuels (JP4, mineral
spirits and fuel oil) and chlorinated solvents have occurred from underground storage tanks
(USTs) in Area 9/10. Reports submitted to the Illinois EPA reveal that LNAPL in relation to the
above- mentioned releases exists or has existed floating on the water table. In addition, PCE,
TCE and metals are present in soil at concentrations that would be considered a threat to
contaminate groundwater above the Class I Groundwater Standards.

AREA 11

Subsurface sampling results obtained at Area 11 suggest the presence of NAPL in two hot spots
located in the western and central portions of the area. NAPL was detected in the western zone
during field screening of SB11-203 soil samples from 39 to 43 feet bgs. A combination of black
staining of soils and Sudan IV dye testing confirmed the presence of NAPL in samples taken
from 39 to 43 feet bgs. Similar conditions were identified in SB11-202 from 39 to 45 feet bgs

(CDM, 2000 RI 3-45, 51).

Soil samples taken in the central zone of contamination, SB11-4G (total VOCs 307 ppm) and
SB11-8G (total VOCs 42 ppm) indicate the possibility for NAPL (CDM, 1995 RI 4-70, Table 4-
4). However, no staining is noted in the soil boring logs and the Sudan IV dye test was not
performed during the Operable Unit 2 investigation. The extent of NAPL contamination was not
identified. The total estimated volume of soil at Area 11 is approximately 237,084 cubic feet
(CDM, 2000 FS Appendix E).
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SELECTED REMEDY

This section describes the rationale and the preferred alternatives for each source area and
provides Illinois EPA’s reasoning behind its selection. Alternatives can change or be modified if
new information is made available to [llinois EPA through further investigation or research. An
appropriate range of alternatives was developed, based upon the initial screening of technologies,
the potential for contaminants to impact the environment an< srecific criteria for the source

areas.

SOIL SOURCE CONTROL

The U.S. EPA has developed presumptive remedy directives with the objectives of streamlining
site investigations and facilitating the selection of remedial actions. The directive on
presumptive remedies for soils contaminated by VOCs is appropriate for addressing the types of
contaminants found in :he source areas at the Southeast Rockiord site. Presumptive remedies
that were considered and would be implemented for this site include soil vapor extraction and
thermal desorption. Ex situ bioremediation was also considered for Area 7 as an alternative to
thermal desorption of excavated material. For this source area, ex situ bioremediation would
require a longer timeframe than sotil vapor extraction to achieve ARARs. However, ex situ
bioremediation would be more advantageous than ex situ soil vapor extraction, since
bioremediation would not require treatment of contaminants in the vapor stream

LEACHATE SOURCE CONTROL

To assemble alternatives, general response actions were combined to form complete remedial
responses for the media of concern in each source area. A detailed remedial approach considered
the specific extent, depth and mobility of contaminants, as well as site-specific area constraints
and hydrogeology for the individual source areas. Leachate source control would address
residual contamination not addressed by soil remediation alternatives {other than N¢ A ction).

Leachate source control includes contaminated Ieachate in the shallow water-bearing zone.
Leachate is assumed to be contamination that originated from the soil source areas and has
migrated to the unconsolidated aquifer within the designated source areas. Contaminated source
leachate 1s defined in the FFS and hereafter as shallow groundwater located inside each source
area. Groundwater located outside the potential GMZ of the source areas was evaluated as part
of management of migration of site-wide groundwater, and is not addressed as part of the FFS.

Leachate source control alternatives were formulated to address the remediation for each source
area. Leachate source control alternatives were developed for Source Areas 4, 7 and 9/10, as
noted in the fate and transport analysis (Final RI, SCOU 7/25/2000). Source Area 11 does not
require leachate source control, based on modeling results that indicate ARARs are attained at

the GMZ boundary.
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GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONES (GM?7)

Fact Sheets and the proposed plan presented by the Illinois EPA proposed the use of
Groundwater Management Zones pursuant to 35 I1l. Adm. Code 620.250 for each source area.
As defined by lllinots EPA regulations, “a GMZ may be established as a three dimensional
region containing groundwater being managed to mitigate impairment caused by the release of
contaminants from a site”. Groundwater Management Zones are used and established for sites
undergoing corrective action that is approved by the Illinois EPA. The Focused Feasibility Study
prepared for the Illinois EPA by Camp Dresser & McKee dated September 5, 2000 Volume I,
Section 3-1, figures 3-1 through 3-4, presents boundartes of the proposed GMZ for each source
area. For source areas 4, 7, and 11, the GMZ boundary was set to areas surrounding
contaminated soil. In addition, the GMZ boundaries were set where it was possible for the
proposed remedial action to achieve ARARs. The GMZ boundary for Source Area 9/10 was
established knowing that site characterization of soil contamination was incomplete. Therefore,
the GMZ boundary would encompass an area in which the Illinois EPA believes soil
contamination is present, including United Technologies Corporation/Hamilton Sundstrand
(UTC/HS) Corporation Plant No. 1, former Mid States Industnal and Rockford Products east cf

Ninth Street.

Volume 1, Section 7.1 of the Focused Feasibility Study, dated September 5, 2000 states,
“Groundwater that lies beyond the GMZ of each source is considered part of the site-wide
groundwater.” During the time needed for remediation of the source areas, groundwater that
exceeds the Class I Groundwater Quality Standards will exist below the entire area. As part of
the GMZ, its boundaries will act as points of compliance set forth as part of the GMZ. It is the
intention of the Illinois EPA that Class I Groundwater Quality Standards be met as part of the
remediation goals. However, since it is possible that Class | Groundwater Quality Standards can
not be achieved in the time frame established for remediation of the source areas, it may become
necessary for the temporary establishment of alternative groundwater standards, pursuant to 35
I1l. Adm. Code Part, 620. This may occur for source areas where contaminated groundwater is
flowing from an up-gradient position onto a source area. Therefore, compliance with GMZ
requirements can be accomplished by the establishment of background conditions from
groundwater located up gradient of the source area that it is migrating below the source area in
question. Background concentrations in groundwater shall be established for the Southeast
Rockford Groundwater Contamination Site pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 724, Subpart F and
only for those groundwaters found to be significantly over Class I Groundwater Standards.

It 1s the intention of the proposed remedies in this ROD to meet the desired goals of Class |
Groundwater Standards for the source areas, as well as the entire Southeast Rockford Area.
However, due to continuing migration of contaminated groundwater below the entire site,
exceedences of the Class I Groundwater quality may occur beyond GMZ boundaries until such
time that the proposed remedies are fully operational and functional. Part of the proposed
remedy is natural attenuation of already-contaminated groundwater beyond the source areas,
however, to achieve this, adjustments shall be made for compliance with Groundwater Quality
Standards, in accordance with 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 620. The Illinois EPA acknowledges that
the groundwater will not meet Class I Groundwater Standards until enough natural degradation
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of contamination occurs. Natural attenuation is a major part of the remedy proposed for the
overall remediation of the entire site. Groundwater monitoring would be carried out during the
entire remediation process to assess the effectiveness of the remedies proposed in the ROD.
Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c), “The Agency shall review the on-going adequacy of
controls and continued management at the site if concentrations of chemical constituents, as
specified in Section 620.250(a)(4)(B), remain in groundwater at the site following completion of
such action. The review must take place no less than every five years.” This part of Illinois
regulations is concurrent with the policies of the CERCLA and the NCP that will allow the
Illinois EPA the opportunity to adjust remediation activities to meet the desired remediation

goals.

AREA 4

Alternatives SCS-4D (Excavation and On-site Low Temperature Thermal Desorption) and SCL-
4B (Hydraulic Containment) are the preferred alternatives for Area 4. The combination of these
alternatives achieves substantial risk reduction by remcving the source naterials that constitute
principal threats, as well as removing contaminated soi. and groundwater surrounding the source
materials. The excavation of contamination and thermal treatment, coupled with leachate
containment reduces risks more quickly and cost effectively than the other alternatives.

Under these alternatives, approximately 2,800 cubic yards of contaminated soils would be
excavated and VOCs would be removed through on-site thermal treatment via a LTTD unit.
Excavated soils would be conveyed to the primary treatment unit, where the contaminants are
thermally desorbed from the soil. It would take approximately one month (estimated) to
thermally process the soil. Due to the levels of VOCs expected during excavation, the cost to
install a temporary enclosure over the excavation (for emissions control) has been included.
Contaminated vapors would be collected from the temporary enclosure and directed to the
afterburner used in conjunction with the LTTD unit. Vapors produced within the thermal
desorption unit would thus be destroyed in the afterburner. The treated soil would then be
conveyed to a process unit that cools and re-hydrates th: soil. Treated soil would be stockpiled,
and following testing to ensure that remediation goals have been achieved, would be placed back

into the excavation.

Well points would be installed to lower the water table and thus expose the residual NAPL.
Water collected during this dewatering process would be contained on site in two 21,000-gallon
carbon steel tanks and transported to an appropriate disposal facility (at a frequency to be
determined during the design phase).

Following the completion of the soils excavation and thermal treatment, the leachate containment
and treatment system would be installed. Leachate would be contained and extracted at a rate of
approximately 20 gpm through a series of six leachate extraction wells, submersible pumps,
piping and controls. An air-stripping unit would then treat the extracted leachate. The treated
effluent would be discharged on site to a storm water ditch. Effluent would be monitored
periodically for VOCs to confirm that the leachate is treated to acceptable levels. Vapors
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stripped from the lcachate in the air-stripping unit would be directed to an on-site GAC unit. Itis
expected that under these alternatives, Area 4 would meet RAOs in less than 15 years.

Institutional controls would be placed on groundwater usage within the GMZ, monitoring wells
would be installed and a groundwater- and leachate-monitoring program would be implemented.
The total present worth cost of these alternatives is $3,238,000.

PNAs were identified as COCs in sotls at Area 4. PNAs are not directly addressed by SCS-4D,
although some remediation may occur incidentally (LTTD is not 100% effective on PNAs).
Additional data will be obtained during remedial design to determine if PNAs are truly COCs
due to industrial activities at Area 4, or simply contamination from other activities (i.e. naturally
occurring sources or non-industrial human activities). If the PNA evaluation conducted during
remedial design identifies the need for additional remediation, the remedy would be
appropnately altered. Depending on the significance of the change in the remedy, the Agencies
may be required to hold additional public meetings and allow public comment on the new

remedy.

Proposed altematives for Area 4 will meet all RAOs for Area 4. Table 10 describes each RAO
and how the alternatives would meet them.

Excavation of soils and NAPL followed by LTTD would remove and treat the principal threat
wastes from Source Area 4. Based on information currently available, the lead agency believes
the Preferred Alternative meets the threshold criteria and provides the best balance of tradeoffs
among the other alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria. The Illinois
EPA expects the Preferred Alternative for Area 4 to satisfy the following statutory requirements
of CERCLA §.121(b): (1) be protective of human heaith and the environment; (2) comply with
ARARs (or justify waiver); (3) be cost effective; (4) utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable and
(5) satisfy the preference for treatment as a principal element, or explain why the preference for
treatment will not be met.

Table 10. Area 4 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the public from contact with soil containing
contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that poses a threat to human
health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soils containing contamination 1n excess of state or
federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be excavated and treated by
LTTD.

Remedial Action Objective - Prevent the public from inhalation of airborne
contaminants in excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health.
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How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soils containing contamination in excess of state or
federal standards or that poscs a threat to human health will be excavated and treated by

LTTD.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the migration of contamination from the source
area that would result in degradation of site-wide groundwater or surface water to levels in
excess of state or federal standards or that pose a tlir¢a. tr human health or the
environment.

How Alternative will meet RAQO -- The removal of free product NAPL, as well as those
soils containing contamination in concentrations contributing to groundwater
contamination in excess of ARARs will be excavated and treated. Following the LTTD,
the leachate containment system will extract remaining leachate contamination until

ARARSs are met at the GMZ boundary.

AREA 7

Alternatives SCS-7E (Soil Vapor Extraction and Air Sparging) and SCL-7B (Multi-phase
Extraction with Leachate Containment and Treatment) are the preferred alternatives for Area 7.
These alternatives are recommended because they would achieve substantial risk reduction in
consideration of cost. Alternatives SCS-7E and SCL-7B reduce risks substantially by treating
the source materials constituting principal threats at the site.

Under these alternatives, the in situ technologies soil vapor extraction, air sparging, and multi-
phase extraction would work in concert to treat contaminants in unsaturated and saturated soil
and leachate in Source Area 7. The SVE system would extract vapors from suspected hot spots
through sixteen vacuum extraction wells. Wells would be constructed to a depth of up to 25 feet
and screened in the vadose zone, where they will extract volatile contaminants from the
unsaturated zone, as well as some leachate contaminants that are able to volatilize from the
surface of the water table. The estimated flow rate for the SVE system is 1200 scfm.

An air sparging system would be constructed to volatilize VOCs from saturated soils and
leachate through the injection of air. VOCs would be collected through the SVE system from
contaminated soil. A total of 53 air-sparging wells would be constructed to a depth of 50 feet
bgs. CDM has assumed a radius of influence of 25 feet for the air sparging wells. Two air
compressors would be used to inject atr to the subsurface, each at a rate of 400 scfm, for a total

of 800 scfim.

A MPE system would focus on the hot spot areas where either highly contaminated soils or
NAPL exists. The MPE system would extract a combination of the following phases: NAPLs;
groundwater (leachate); and soil vapor. Ten MPE wells would be installed into the hot spots to a
depth of approximately 25 feet.

Lastly, a leachate containment system consisting of eight leachate extraction wells, a central

pump station, an air-stripping unit, piping and controls would be installed. A containment
system would focus on contaminated leachate along the down-gradient side of the GMZ.
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Leachate would be collected in the extraction wells and pumped to the air-stripping umt at a rate
of 10 gpm.

The SVE, MPE and leachate containment systems would pipe contaminants to a central
treatment building in the form of vapors, NAPL and leachate. Vapors would be sent directly to a
catalytic oxidation system for treatment. Leachate and NAPL would be separated from each
other through an oil/water separator. NAPL that is collected will be sent off site for treatment
and leachate will be directed to an on-site air stripper. Vapors from the air stripper containing
VOC:s stripped from the leachate would be directed to the catalytic oxidation system for
treatment. Treated water collected in the central treatment unit would be discharged on site to
the unnamed creek located approximately 450 feet north of the hot spots.

Recovered NAPLs, groundwater and soil vapor would be piped underground to a central vacuum
pump/vapor treatment system enclosure. The enclosure would also include an air/water
separation system, with the separated water pumped to the leachate containment system air
stripper. This alternative should comply with RAOs after approximately 15 to 25 years.

Institutional controls would be pléced on groundwater usage within the GMZ, monitoring wells
would be installed and a groundwater and leachate-monitoring program would be implemented.
Estimated total present worth cost for these alternatives is $8,261,000.

Because the Illinois EPA was unable to quantitatively evaluate human health risks to residents
who were exposed to creek surface water and sediments in Area 7, additional data from the creek
will be obtained during the design phase (likely during 2002). Following data collection, risks to
human health will be quantitatively evaluated. However, activities of the current owner have
resulted in modification of the flow of the creek. This activity may hinder or potentially
eliminate the ability of the Illinois EPA to collect additional samples necessary to perform a
complete risk assessment.

Similarly, additional data will be collected from the creek during the design phase of the project
to complete the ecological risk assessment. If the additional human health or ecological risk
evaluations conducted during design identify the need for remediation in addition to that outlined
within this ROD, the remedy will be appropniateiy altered. Depending on the significance of the
change in remedy, the Agencies may be required to hold additional public meetings and allow
public comment on the new remedy. The proposed alternatives for Area 7 would meet all RAOs
for Area 7. The following table describes each RAO and how the alternatives would meet them.

Table 11. Area 7 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the public from contact with soil containing
contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that poses a threat to human
health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soil containing contamination in excess of state or
federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be treated by a combination
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of SVE and MPE. Increased airflow caused by SVE and MPE will remove contaminants
from soils and promote biodegradation.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the public from inhalation of airborne
contaminants in excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soil containing contamination in excess of state or
federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be treated by a combination
of SVE and MPE. Increased airflow caused by SVE and MPE will remove contaminants

from soils and promote biodegradation.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the migration of contamination from the source
area that would result in degradation of site-wide groundwater or surface water to levels in
excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health or the

environment.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- A combination of SVE, MPE, and air sparging will
remove free product and the contamination from soils that contain concentrations
contributing to site-wide groundwater contamination in excess of ARARs. Leachate and
soil contaminants below the water table will be treated by a combination of air sparging,
and leachate containment, which will be achieved by leachate collection via extraction
wells. The leachate containment system will extract remammg leachate contamination

until ARARs are met at the GMZ boundary.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the public from ingestion and direct contact with
surface water containing contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that pose

a threat to human health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- The removal of free product, contaminated soils, and
contaminated groundwater will reduce the possit-ilitv that Area 7 groundwater
contamination might impact the creek north of “he park. Additional sampling will
determine if levels within the creek pose a threat to human health.

Remedial Action Objective — Prevent the migration of contamination from Source Area 7
that would result in degradation of surface water and sediment in the unnamed creek to
levels in excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health or the

environment.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- The removal of free product, contaminated soils, and
contaminated groundwater will reduce the possibility that Area 7 groundwater
contamination might impact the creek north of the park. Additional sampling will
determine if levels within the creek pose a threat to the environment.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the migration of contamination from Source Area 7

that would result in the contamination of home-grown vegetables at concentrations which
would pose a threat to human health.
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How Altemative will meet RAO -- The removal of free product, contaminated soils, and
contaminated groundwater will reduce the possibility that Area 7 contamination might
impact homegrown vegetables and fruits.

Extraction of NAPL and implementation of SVE in combination with air sparging would remove
and treat the principal threat wastes from Source Area 7. Based on information currently
available, the Illinois EPA believes the Preferred Alternative for Area 7 meets the threshold
criteria and provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the other alternatives with respect to the
balancing and modifying criteria. The Illinois EPA expects the Preferred Alternative to satisfy
the following statutory requirements of CERCLA § 121(b): (1) be protective of human health
and the environment; (2) comply with ARARs (or justify waiver); (3) be cost effective; (4)
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and (5) satisfy the preference for treatment as a
principal element, or explain why the preference for treatment will not be met.

AREA 9/10

Alternatives SCS-9/10C (Soil Vapor Extraction) and SCL-9/10E (Enhanced Air Sparging) are
the preferred alternatives for Area 9/10. These alternatives are recommended, because following
a more thorough investigation, they would provide substantial risk reduction by treating the
source materials constituting principal threats at the site. The combination of SVE and enhanced
air sparging would reduce risks in a reasonable amount of time, for a reasonable cost. Enhanced
air sparging would take a slightly longer period of time to complete remediation objectives, as
opposed to the reactive barrier wall. As part of the design phase in area 9/10, further
investigation would be conducted to determine the most efficient means of implementing the
remedies selected. To ensure efficiency in placement of the leachate remedy selection (SCL-
9/10E) in effective source control, the leachate remedy would be made in conjunction with
further investigation of Source Area 9/10. Upon the implementation of the Soil Vapor Extraction
(SCS-9/10C and SCL-9/10E), should the results of the investigation indicate that additional
corrective action is required, a contingent multi-phase pump and treat remedy (SCL-9/10B) or
similarly designed system would be implemented to assist the selected remedy.

The SCL-9/10B was designed for Source Area 9/10 as a limited action response by itself,
however, as a contingent remedy it’s purpose would be to supplement the proposed leachate
remedy (SCL-910E) enhanced air sparging. Implementation of the contingent pump and treat
remedy (SCL-9/10B) could be made, pending the results of further characterization and
effectiveness of the selective remedy. However, if further site characterization should discover
that DNAPLSs (free product), or higher (than previously expected) leachate concentrations exist
below Source Area 9/10, the contingent remedy should be implemented as soon as possible.
Designing a low volume vacuum extraction multi-phase system that would include a pump and
treat system at 50 gallons per minute would allow the treatment of DNAPLSs contained within the
leachate. Should high enough concentrations of NAPL exist it may be necessary to collect the
free product separately in a tank and dispose of it separately at a facility qualified and licensed
for this type of work. The presence of DNAPLs would indicate that further contamination of the
groundwater would occur, for a longer period of time, thus requiring the removal of that source
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to meet Class | Groundwater Standards. In addition, another trigger is if groundwater monitoring
should reveal that concentrations of contaminants in groundwater are not decreasing after a
period of time from operation of the soil remedy SVE. Design and construction of the contingent
leachate remedy would be made on analysis of the results from additional characterization.
Therefore, implementation of the contingent pump and treat remedy (SCL-9/10B) or a similarly
designed system would be necessary based upon proposed further characterization and results of
the proposed remedial actions (SCS-9/10C and SCL-9/10F) for source control to meet ARARs in

the proposed time frame.

Under these alternatives, contaminated soils would be remediated in situ via an SVE system and
leachate would be treated through the use of enhanced air sparging. At least four vacuum-
extraction wells will be screened in the vadose zone, where they will remove volatile
contaminants from the unsaturated zone, as well as some leachate contaminants that may diffuse
from the surface of the water table. Vapors collected from the SVE unit will be treated using
granular activated carbon. Following treatment, the vapors will be released to the atmosphere.

A thorough investigation could not be completed at Area 9/10, due to concern over underground
utilities. Therefore, additional data will need to be collected in this area prior to constructing and
designing the remedy. The vapor treatment scenario may have to be reevaluated, based on the
results of additional data collection from Area 9/10 and the results of the SVE pilot program.

Originally, the leachate treatment remedy (SCL-9/10D) involved the construction of a Reactive
Barrier Wall down gradient of the groundwater management zone (GMZ). Iron filings placed
into a slurry react with contaminated groundwater passing through it, breaking down the VOCs
into harmless compounds. However, research and additional information collected during the
public comment period for the ROD has led the Illinois EPA to conclude that a different remedy

should be used.

The information below led the Illinois EPA to first conduct additional investigations into the
effectiveness of the proposed Reactive Barrier Wall. Information obtained from recoru searches
indicated that numerous releases (mostly involving JP4 jet fuel) have occurred in Area 9/10.
Research revealed that the iron filings of the barrier wall would not react with JP4 (and other
petroleum based fuels), and would allow the JP4 to pass through the wall untreated. In addition,
it 1s possible that the presence of JP4 may actually block the iron filings from reacting with
chlorinated solvents (jet fuel could clog and foul the iron filings and thus inhibit the desired
chemical reactions).

Further investigation supplied from sites in the Rockfo.d area with similar natural groundwater
chemistry indicated that groundwater passing through the barrier wall may very well result in the
formation of a skin of calcium carbonate on the face of the reactive wall. This would result in a
loss of permeability, leading to contaminated groundwater finding alternative paths through and
around the system. Clogging and fouling up of barrier walls is now coming to be seen as a
probiem as use of barrier walls increases. The formation of mineral precipitates and/or biological
fouling would likely result in a reduction of longevity and efficiency of the reactive barrier wall.
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Rescarch has shown that other potential contaminants (metals and other petroleum based fucls)
exist in concentrations that present a concern to the Illinois EPA. The current design of the
barrier wall will not accommodate these types of contaminants. Additional reactive gates would
be required to remediate these newly identified contaminants.

Public comment and research conducted by the Illinois EPA led to the conclusion that substantial
cost would be incurred to redesign the Reactive Barrier Wall system. A new barrier wall design
would require additional reactive walls, gates and materials to remediate different forms of
contamination. In addition, an increase in maintenance costs to both the reactive portions of the
wall and to any surrounding structures would result.

A comment made to the Illinois EPA (by Rockford Products) during the public comment process
stated that placement of reactive barrier wall on their property would constitute a taking of
Rockford Products Property. This issue was investigated and brought to the attention of the
Department of Legal Counsel of the Illinois EPA and representatives of the Illinois Attorney
General’s Office. They concluded that placing the Reactive Wall Barrer on Rockford Products
Property might very well constitute a taking of Rockford Products property. A takings issue
does not automatically preclude usage of a given alternative. However, it adds complicating
factors for which access and/or appropriate compensation must be negotiated. The City of
Rockford, in a comment to the Illinois EPA, expressed its concern about the utilities
(infrastructure) that lie below Kishwaukee Avenue. This is a problem that would need to be
addressed during the design phase; the real possibility of increased hydraulic pressure of
groundwater may present a problem in dealing with the city utilities. Additional gates from a
redesigned barrier wall would require a higher degree of rerouting of city utilities or design
problems with the multiple gate system.

It is the decision of the Illinois EPA to select an alternative remedy for the treatment of leachate
in Area 9/10 that meets the nine criteria specified by CERCLA. The Illinois EPA has selected
alternative SCL-9/10E - Enhanced Air Sparging - as its preferred remedy. Enhanced Air
Sparging would involve the placement of air injection wells down gradient and in the more
highly- contaminated areas. Air would be injected into the contaminated groundwater, causing
the contaminants to volatilize into air pockets in the soil above the water table. The air sparging
would have to be operated in conjunction with the Soil Vapor Extraction System SCS-9/10C.
Vapors would be collected underground prior to their treatment with activated carbon.
Depending upon the further site characterization necessary in Area 9/10, it may be necessary to
design a pump and treat system that will collect and remediate DNAPL or LNAPL in
conjunction with one of the systems in the proposed plan.

SCL-9/10E: Install Injection Wells Along Boundary of the GMZ and Source Area /Install Air
Sparging Unit/Inject Air/Restriction on Groundwater Usage

This alternative includes the installation of air injection wells along the southwestern border of
the GMZ and an air-sparging unit. Additional injection wells would be installed into hot spots of
contamination (that may include areas where contaminants exist in the form of NAPLs). Air
injection into the wells would volatilize VOCs from the leachate that would then be extracted by
vacuum extraction. Air sparging would be operated in conjunction with the SVE, with the
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vapors being passed through granulated organic carbon and then released into the atmosphere.
Capital costs for this method are $2,697,000; annual operation and maintenance $65,000; total

cost is $3.019,000.

The original selection of the Reactive Barrier Wall as the preferred remedy was based upon the
information available at the time and was made to remediate the entire source area 9/10, not a
particular facility. New information obtained by the Illinois EPA warrants the selection of a new
remedy, as suggested above, or a possible combination of researched remedies. It is also
possible that after further collection of information during the design phase, additions and
modifications to the preferred remedy may be required.

Institutional controls would be placed on groundwater usage within the GMZ, monitoring wells
would be installed and a groundwater and leachate-monitoring program would be implemented.
The estimated present worth cost for these alternatives is $7,831,000.

PNAs were identified as COCs in sotls at Area 9/10. PNAs are not addressed by SCS-9/10C.
Additional data will be obtained during remedial desig n to determine if PNAs are truly COCs
because of industrial activities at Area 9/10, or simply contamination from other activities
(naturally occurring sources or non-industrial human activities).

If the evaluations conducted during design identify the need for remediation in addition to that

outlined within this ROD, the remedy would be appropriately altered. Depending on the
significance of the change in remedy, the agencies may be required to hold additional public

meetings and allow public comment on the new remedy.

The proposed alternatives for Area 9/10 will meet all RAOs for Area 9/10. Table 12 describes
cach RAO and how the alternatives will meet them.

Table 12. Area 9/10 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the public from contact with soil containing
contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that poses a threat to human

health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soil containing contamination in excess of state or
federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be treated by SVE. Increased
airflow caused by SVE will remove contaminants from soils and promote biodegradation.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the public from inhalation of airborne
contaminants in excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soil containing contamination in excess of state or

federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be treated by SVE. Increased
airflow caused by SVE will remove contaminants from soils and promote biodegradation.
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Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the migration of contamination from the source
area that would result in degradation of site-wide groundwater or surface water to levels in
excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health or the

environment.

'How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soil Vapor Extraction will remove free product and
the contamination from soils with concentrations contributing to site-wide groundwater
contamination in excess of ARARs. Enhanced air sparging may be used to treat leachate
to concentrations that meet ARARs at the GMZ boundary.

Following a more thorough investigation, the extraction of NAPL and implementation of SVE in
combination with the enhanced air sparging would remove and treat the principal threat wastes
from Source Area 9/10. Based on information currently available, the Illinois EPA believes the
Preferred Alternative meets the threshold criteria and provides the best balance of tradeoffs
among the other alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria. The Illinois
EPA expects the Preferred Alternative to satisfy the following statutory requirements of
CERCLA § 121(b): (1) be protective of human health and the environment; (2) comply with
ARARs (or justify waiver); (3) be cost effective; (4) utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and
(5) satisfy the preference for treatment as a principal element, or explain why the preference for
treatment will not be met.

SCL-9/10B Contingent Remedy: Hydraulic Containment (leachate monitoring,
containment/collection and treatment by air striping, off-site surface discharge, and groundwater
use restrictions)

The system is designed as a leachate containment system that would consist of extraction wells
and an air-stripping unit. Leachate extracted by pumps would be sent to an air-stripping unit at
approximately 50 gallons per minute with the vapors treated with granular activated carbon and
the treated vapor being released to the atmosphere. Exact placement of the extraction wells
would be designed to treat higher concentrations of contaminated leachate or NAPL as
determined from further characterization. In addition the pumping of leachate would also act as
a hydraulic control and containment in areas of higher contamination. Treated water from the
air-stripping unit would be discharged to off-site storm water ditch. Implementation of this
system would be dependent upon the further characterization proposed in this ROD for Source
Area 9/10. Design and construction may be tied directly into already proposed remedial design
systems SCS-9/10C and SCL-9/10 E thus constructing a multi-phase design system

AREA 11
Alternative SCS-11C (Soil Vapor Extraction) and SCL-11A (No Action) are the preferred
alternatives for Area 11. These alternatives are recommended because they would provide

substantial risk reduction by treating the source materials constituting principal threats at the site.
Alternative SCS-11C would reduce risks in the shortest amount of time for a reasonable cost.
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Under these alternatives, contaminated soils would be remediated in situ via a vapor extraction
system. Five vacuum extraction wells would be installed in locations of the hot spots in the area.
Wells would be screened in the vadose zone, where they would remove volatile contaminants
from the unsaturated zone, as well as some leachate contaminants that may diffuse from thc
surface of the water table. Due to the presence of NAPL, it has been assumed that the wells
would be constructed of carbon steel, in case steam injection 1s required. Given the presence of
residual NAPL, it is expected that significant quantities of contaminated vapors will be extracted.

The vapors will be treated with a catalytic oxidation unit.

The No Action Alternative has been selected for leachate. Institutional controls would be placed
on groundwater usage in the GMZ, approximately four additional monitoring wells would be
installed and a groundwater- and leachate-monitoring program would be implemented.

If analysis indicates that contaminants are not degrading to levels near MCLs or risk based
corrective action levels, air sparging will be considered in addition to SVE. Air sparging has the
added benefit of enhancing biodegradation in both groundwater and vadose zone soils and will
address the concerns and RAOs for Area 11. The approximate additional present worth costs for
an air-sparging unit at area 11 would be $1,003,000. These costs are not included in the current
cost estimate for the preferred Area 11 alternatives.

PNAs identified as COCs in soils at Area 11 are not addressed by SCS-11C. Additional data will
be obtained during remedial design to determine if PNAs are truly COCs because of industrial
activities at Area 11, or simply contamination from other activities (naturally occurring sources
or non-industrial human activities). If the PNA evaluation conducted during design identifies the
need for remediation in addition to that outlined within this ROD, the remedy would be
appropriately aitered. Depending on the significance of the change in remedy, the agencies may
be required to hold additional public meetings and allow public comment on the new remedy.

The estimated total present worth cost for the Area i1 alternative is $3,482,500. The proposed
altermnative for Area 11 will meet all RAOs for Area 11. Table 13 describes the RAOs and how

the Alternative will meet them.

Table 13. Area 11 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial Action Objective - Prevent the public from contact with soil containing
contamination in excess of state or federal standards or that poses a threat to human

health.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- Soil contain:ng contamination in excess of state or
federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be treated by SVE. Increased
airflow caused by SVE will remove contaminants from soils and promote biodegradation.

Remedial Action Objective — Prevent the public from inhalation of airborne
contaminants in excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health.

93



How Alternative will mect RAO -- Soil containing contamination in ¢xcess of state or
federal standards or that poses a threat to human health will be treated by SVE. Increased
airflow caused by SVE will remove contaminants from soils and promote biodegradation.

Remedial Action Objective -- Prevent the migration of contamination from the source
area that would result in degradation of site-wide groundwater or surface water to levels in
excess of state or federal standards or that pose a threat to human health or the

environment.

How Alternative will meet RAO -- SVE will remove free product and the contamination
from soils with concentrations contributing to site-wide groundwater contamination in
excess of ARARs. Computer modeling coupled with groundwater analysis will ensure
that groundwater contamination will biodegrade at rates such that Area 11 leachate will
not result in degradation of site-wide groundwater.

Soil Vapor Extraction would promote the continued natural attenuation of the principal threat
wastes and treat the surrounding materials. Based on information currently available, the lead
agency believes the Preferred Alternative meets the threshold criteria and provides the best
balance of tradeoffs among the other alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying
criteria. The Illinois EPA expects the Preferred Alternative to satisfy the following statutory
requirements of CERCLA § 121(b): (1) be protective of human health and the environment; (2)
comply with ARARs (or justify waiver); (3) be cost effective; (4) utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable; and (5) satisfy the preference for treatment as a principal element, or explain why the
preference for treatment will not be met.
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COST ESTIMATE
Table 14

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 4
ALTERNATIVE SCS-4D REVISED 2: TOTAL DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION, AND ON-SITE
THERMAL TREATMENT DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

General
construction trailer (rental and
delivery)
Mobilization
Demobilization
econ trailer
Eehicle decon station
vehicle decon equipment
ealth and safety equipment
lectrical power service supply
ust control

Total Demolition
Excavation
oy 311

Ilmobilization/denibbilization

ad for staging

emporary enclosure (rental - 88" wide
y 200' long)

xcavation

oil treatment

ackfill and compaction
ater supply

sheet piling
Excavation Dewatering (well point
system)

ufompletely furnish, install, operate,
nd remove system: well points spaced

20' O.C.

lAnalytical

IT&D cost (15 GPM produced)

ental of (2) 21.000 gallon tanks

ost Treatment Sampling

IAnalytical for Volatile

frganic Compounds (soils)

hipping and handhing

SO 12 construction trailer - $1.65/mi delivery fee (100mi) - rental allowance per 1996 Means

Heavy cquipment and trailers, per vendor estimate

Allowance for trailer and equipment demobilization

Allowance based on CDM equipment rates
20'x20" gravel pad over 1) mil plastic with plywood and joist deck per 1996 Means

Steamn cleaning and water tank per 1996 Means
Allowance based on CDM equipment rates

Based on expected electrical costs per month for this alternative

sl RIS

per Means 1999

Transportation of the Indirect Heat and Volatilization unit (IHV), front loader, and the time]
involved for set-up for set up and tear down (vendor estimate)

Pad size approx. 200'x200' crushed stone or asphalt {vendor estimate)
Sprung Instant Structure - vendor estimate; construct/install. costs include labor and heavy

equip.

Excavation cost (vendor estimate)

Vendor Estimate for Direct Fired Low Temperature Thermal Desorption (includes providing]
a loader and loader and operator to place contaminated soil into the cold feed bin and for
restockpiling the clean processed reprocessed soil);

Eackﬁll and compaction of clean <oil from stockpiling (vendor estimate)

10 GPM is needed for operation of the thermal treatment system (4,800 gpd if run for
8hrs/day}), based on costs based un construction site water average per 1996 Means - typical
Steel sheets, approx. 4' x 40" around perimeter of excavation; as per CDM experience

Based on vendor estimate - More Trench American (June 1998); System operation 24
hours/day, 7 days/week with diesel pumps.

?Busc(i on CDM Experience
IBased on CDM Experience
Based on CDM Experience

Based on 1998 sample analysis costs from Midwest laboratories; samples collected on a grid
of 1 grid of 1 sample/250cy; | sampling grid per month (including QA/QC samples)

Costs associated with transporting samples from site to laboratory twice per month

In general, a bulk density of 1.5 tons/yd? was assumed for soils material - this conversion was used for conversion of pricing given
per ton, where volume of material is given in cubic yards.




Table 15

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT - AREA 4
ALTERNATIVE SCS-4D REVISED 1: PARTIAL DEMOLITION. EXCAVATION, AND ON-SITE
THERMAL TREATMENT DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

COST COMPONENT

General
construction tratler (rental and
delivery)

tlobilization
emobilization
dccon trailer
vehicle decon station
vehicle decon equipment
ealth and safety equipment
Elcctrical power service supply
dust control

obilization/demobilization
ad for staging
emporary enclosure (rental - 88’
iwide by 200" long)
Excavation
soil treatment
ackfill and compaction
ater supply (10 GPM)
sheet piling
Excavation Dewatering (well
point system)

[Completety furnish, install, operate.

and remove system: well points
spaced 20" O.C.

lanalytical

T&D cost (15 GPM produced)

irental of (2) 21,000 gallon tanks
Post Treatment Sampling
IAnalytical for Volatile Organic
L:‘ompounds (soils)

hipping and handling

tinit No. Units Unit Cost Capital Construction/ Annual Start-up &
Cost Installation O&M  Baseline
Costs Costs Costs
B $51,785 ) $0 0
Mo 3 $275 $825
Is 1 $10,000 $10,000
1s 1 $10.000 $10,000
 Ea 1 $5,000 $5.000
" Ea 1 $10,000 | $10.000
| Ea 1 $570 $570
| Mo 3 $4,500 $13,500
Mo 3 $400 $1,200
Mo 3 $230 $690
$7:5002: 'so. | so

$0.25

 $7.500
$23.500] $23.500 |
Ls 1 $10,000] $10000 |
Mo 3 $9.563 $28.680 |  $60.000
 lon 12,579 $5.00 $62.895
Ton 4.080 $53.00 | $216.240
Ton 12.579 $200 | $25158 |
Mo 3 | S1500 | %4500 |
Lt 360 | $800 $288.000
$281,580 | $250,000° | S0 | S0
Mo i $250.000 $250.000
Batch 52 $1.000 $52.000
Gallon 1.132.900 $0.20 $226.580 |
Mo 3 $1,000 $3.000
" $11,300- $0 $0 $0
Ea 58 $200 $11,600 | I
Ea 4 $50 5200 |
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Table 16
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS
FEASIBILITY STUDY

SOURCE AREA 4
ALTERNATIVE SCS-4D REVISED 1: PARTIAL DEMOLITION, 7 /CAVATION, AND ON-SITE THERMAL

TREATMENT
[tem/Description Total Cost
CAPITAL COSTS
General 352,000
Demohtion/ Construction $99,000
Excavation / On-Site Thermal Treatment $719,000
Excavatic n Dewatering $532,000
Post Treatment Sampling 312,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS " $1,414,000
Bid Contingency (15%) $212,000
Scope Contingency (15%) $212,000
Engineering and Design (15%) $212,000
Oversight/Health and Safety (5%) $£71,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $2,121,000
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
General Maintenance of Thermal Treatment System S0
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $0
REPLACEMENT COSTS
TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS *® S0
PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS
Total Capital Costs (from above)'" $2.121.000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs ™ $0
Present Worth Replacement Costs S0
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH $2,121.,000

(1) Capital costs for construction items do not include oversight fees, which are accounted for separately.
(2) Replacement costs include construction and oversight capital costs.

(3) Capital costs represent the present worth of the given altemative.
(4) Present worth of annual O&M costs is based on a 7% annual discount rate over a project life of 3 months.



Table 17

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY
ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS
AREA 4 - LEACHATE

ALTERNATIVE SCL-4B: LIMITED ACTION / LEACHATE MONITORING / LEACHATE COLLECTION AND
TREATMENT BY AIR STRIPPING UNIT / OFF-SITE SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE / GROUNDWATER USE

RESTRICTIONS
COST SUMMARY
Item/Description
CAPITAL COSTS
Groundwater Use Restrictions $25,000
Leachate Containment System $118,000
Leachate Monitoring Wells $18,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $161,000
Bid Contingency (15%) $24,000
Scope Contingency (20%) $32,000
Engineering and Design (15%) $24,000
Oversight/Health and Safety (5%} $8,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $249,000
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
Leachate Containment System $7,000
Granular Activated Carbon $31,000
Leachate Containment System Sampling and Analysis (per event) $4,000
Leachate Sampling and Analysis (per event) $5,000
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $47,000
REPLACEMENT COSTS
Leachate Containment System (every 15 years) $78,000
Monitoring Well Replacement (every 15 years) $29,000
TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS $107,000
PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS -
Total Capital Costs (from above)" $249,000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs ¥ $472,000
Leachate Containment System
Quarterly Sampling - years 1 through 30 $200,000
L.eachate Monitoring Wells
Quarterly Sampling - years | and 2 $37,000
Semi-annual Sampling - years 3 through 30 $106,000
Present Worth Replacement Costs ¥ $53,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH $1,117,000

(1) Capital costs for construction items do not include oversight fees.
(2) Replacement costs include construction and oversight capital costs.
(3) Capital costs represent the present worth of the given alternative.
30-year projection (Based on RCRA Closure Guidelines).
monitoring wells replacement and leachate collection system (including
extraction wells, piping, pumps, and air stripping unit) every 15 years.
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Table 18

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT, AREA 7 - ALTERNATIVE SCL-7E: SOIL VAPOR
EXTRACTION (SYEYAIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA / MONITORING /
GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS DETAILED COST ESTIMATE COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

Groundwater Use Restrictions
egal fees
General

construction trailer (rental and delivery)

Mobilization
Demobilization
lecon facilities
realth and safety equipment
lectrical power service connection
electrical power service supply
water supply
- Monitoring Wells.:
Leachate monitoring well installation and materials

iPerformance monitoring well installation and materials

Leéacha

L abor

Vehicle

IEquipment

Miscellaneous

cachate laboratory analysis

Vapor Recovery System (VRS)

VRS well instalfation
VRS main system

VRS control panels

6" carbon steel pipe

K" carbon steel pipe

Excavation for pipmg placement (4 foot depth)
LJIe(‘Ir/(‘u/ poser reguirements (1) HP)

VRS treatment building

air/water separator tank

airiwater separator tank - condensate disposal

catalytic oxidation

atural Gas

Cost based on CDM experience

50'x 12" construction trailer. $1.65/mi delivery fee (100mi), rental allowance per 1996
Means

Heavy equipment and trailers, per vendor estimate

Allowance for trailer and equipment demobilization

Based on level of personal and vehicle decontamination anticipated for this alternative

Allowance based on CDM equipment rates
Based on CDM experience

Based on expected electrical costs per month for this alternative

Based on expected use¢ per month for this alternative (e.g., decon, personnel use)

Cost based on CDMI experience in monitoring well installation

Cost based on CDM experience in monitoring well installation

ampling

e;,g;g T g

Based on 10 hour work day at average CDM labor rate of $60 for oversight personne

Based on $300/week rental fee for a field vehicle

Based on CDM equipment rental rates

Incidental expenses (minor repairs, replacement of equipment, local purchases, etc)

Based on average cost incurred for VOC analysis; One duplicate and one blank will
be collected per 10 samples.

Cost associated with installation of SVE wells. Based on CDM experience.

Vendor: includes blower, exp motor, inline air filter, silencers, dilution valve,
moisture separator, Hndcasate transfer pump, high condense. level alarm, vac. relief
valve, vac. gauge - skia mounting, interconnecting piping and man. motor start switch

Vendor estimate - NEEP (May 1998) ﬁ

Based on CDM expenence

Based on CDM experience

12" wide trench and backfill, 48" deep as per 2000 Means

Based on 3-phase power, working 24 hrs/day, $0.09/kW-hr

Basic prefabricated building on concrete pad. Based on CDM experience.

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM expernence

Bascd on CDM experience
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Table 18 Continued

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT, AREA 7~ ALTERNATIVE SCL-7E: SOIL YAPOR
EXTRACTION (SVE)/AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA / MONITORING /
GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS DETAILED COST ESTIMATE COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

48 well installation

AS main system

1S control panels

hé " carbon steel piping

k" carbon steel piping

excavation for piping placement
lcondensate disposal

electrical power requirements (25 HP)
1S treatment building

air/water separator tan’

Catalytic oxidation treatment

Air Sparging (AS)

COMMENTS

L, e e e e
& R E A D ke ) : - ¥

Cost associated with installation of AS wells. Based on CDM experience.

Vendor: includes blower, exp motor, inline silencer, pressure relief valve, unitized
base, pressure gauge and a manual motor starting switch.

Vendor estimate

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

12" wide trench and backfill, 48" deep as per 2000 Means

Based on CDM experience

Based on 3-phase power, working 24 hrs/day, $0.09/kW-hr

Costs for AS treatment building included with corresponding VRS

Costs for air/water separator tank included with corresponding VRS

Costs for catalytic oxidation treatment included with corresponding VRS
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Table 19

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT, AREA 7 ALTERNATIVE SCL-7E: SOIL VAPOR
EXTRACTION (SVEYAIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA / MONITORING /.
GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS DETAILED COST ESTIMATE COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

Groundwater Use Restrictions
fegal fees

General
onstruction traifer (remal and delivery)
Mobilization
Demobilization
econ facilities

ealth and safetv equipment
lectrical power service connection
lectrical power service supply
ater supply
IR ‘Monitoring Wells
\Leachate monitoring well install. & matenals
Performance monitoring well install. & matl.

ﬁabor

Vehicle
Equipment
Miscellaneous

leachate laboratory analysis
. Vapor Recovery System (VRS)
VRS well installation

VRS main syvstem

VRS control panels

6" carbon steel pipe

4" carbon steel pipe

Excavation-piping placemcent (4 foot depth)
electrical power requirements (10 HP)

VRS treatment building

lair/water separator tank

irtwater separator tank condensate disposal
Ir\jnalyn'c oxidation

atural Gas

Cost based on CDM experience

50'x12' const. trailer, $1.65/mi delivery fee (100mi), rental allowance ber 1996 Means

Heavy equipment and trailers, per vendor estimate

Allowance for trailer and equipment demobitization

Based on level of personal and vehicle decontamination anticipated for this alternative

Allowance based on CDM equipment rates

Based on CDM experience

Based on expected electrical costs per month for this alternative

Based on expected use per month for this alternative (e.g., decon, personnel use)
N B0y e R L R RS REN N S o

Cost based on CDM experience in monitoring well installation

Cost based on CDM experience in monitoring well installation

Based on 10 hour work day at average CDM labor rate of $60 for oversight personnel

Based on $300/week rental fee for a field vehicle

Based on CDM equipment rental rates

Incidental expenses (minor repairs, replacement of equipment, local purchases, etc)

Based on average cost incurred for VOC analysis; One duplicate and one blank will be

collected per 10 samples.

Cost associatéd with installation of SVE wells. Based on CDM experience.

Vendor: includes blower, exp motor, inline air filter, silencers, dilution valve,
moisture separator, condensate transfer pump, high condense. level alarm, vac. relief
valve, vac. gauges, skid mounting, interconnecting piping and « manual motor start
switch

Vendor estimate - NEEP (May 1998)

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

12" wide trench and backfill, 48" deep as per 2000 Means

Based on 3-phase power, working 24 hrs/day, $0.09/kW-hr

Basic prefabricated building on concrete pad. Based on CDM experience.

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experienc=

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience
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Table 19 Continued

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT, AREA 7 ALTERNATIVE SCL-7E: SOIL VAPOR
EXTRACTION (SVEYAIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA / MONITORING /
GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS DETAILED COST ESTIMATE COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

* Alr Sparging (AS)

4S well installation
4S main system

AS control panels
{6 carbon steel piping
4" carbon steel piping
xcavation for piping placement
Eondensate disposal
electrical power requirements (25 HP)
AS treatment building
ir/water separator tank
Eztalytic oxidation treatment

Cost associated with installation of AS wells. Based on CDM experience.

Vendor: includes blower. exp motor, inline silencer, pressure relief valve, unitized
base, pressure gauge and a manual motor starting switch.

Vendor estimate

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

12" wide trench and backfill, 48" deep as per 2000 Means

Based on CDM experience

Based on 3-phase power, working 24 hrs/day, $0.09/kW-hr

Costs for AS treatment building included with corresponding VRS

Costs for air/water separator tank included with corresponding VRS

Costs for catalytic oxidation treatment included with corresponding VRS
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Table 20
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT -AREA 7 ALTERNATIVE SCL-7E SOIL VAPOR
EXTRACTION (SVE) AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA/MONITORING/

GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

[COST COMPONENT Unit No. Units Unit Cost| Capital Cost Construction Annual O&M Start-up &
/ Installation Costs Baseline Costs
Costs
Groundwater Use Restrictions _ . $25,000: | . $O $0 CS 80
gal fees Is I $25,000 $25,000
r General . $76,625- . | ' $40,000 -} $50,000
Const. (rental and delivery) mo 3 $275 $825
IMobilization Is 1 $1000 $1,000
[Demobilization 1s i $1000 $1,000
Decon facilities e 1 $1000 $1,000
lhealth and safety equipment M 3 $2000 $6,000 $24,000
Electrical pwr service connection Is 1 $5000 5,000
\Electrical pwr service supply M 3 $400 $1,200 .
Water supply M 3 $200 $600
Pilot Scale Study Is 1 $150,000 $60,000 $40,000 $50,000
Tonitoriiig. Wellit ki g i 8E20,000: .. 80
Monitoring well install. & materials| Well $30,000
Monitoring well install. & materials| well $90,000

Labor
Vehicle

quipment

Miscellaneous

Leachate laboratory analysis
Quarterly reports

Vapor Recovery Systems (VRS)
VRS well installation

VRS main system

VRS control panels

6" carbon steel piping

4" carbon steel piping
Excavation for piping placement
Electrical pwr reqmnis (10 HP)
VRS treatment building (2 bldgs)
ir/water separator tank
irfwater separator tank
cond.disp. -

lﬁumlym' Oxidation System

atural Gas

$60

$2,400

Hours
Day 2 $60 $120
Is i $600 $600
Is 1 $1000 $500
Each 20 $230 $4,600
Each 4 $5000 $20,000
$671,000: | $132,435 $112,700:: |- . $25,000 .
Each 16 $6000 $96,000
Is 2 $50,000 $100,000 $20,000 $20,000 $25,000
- Is 2 $10,000 $20,000 $1.000 $4,000
ft. 2000 $57 $171.000 $5,000
ft 500 $32 $16,000 $3,200
ft. 3500 $4.41 $15,435
yr. 1 $20,000 $20,000
yr 800 $180 $144,000 Included
Is 2 $10,000 $20,000 $4,000
Gal 260 $25 $6,500
Is l $200,000 $200.000 Included $40,000
Is 1 $10,0060 $10,000
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Table 20 Continued
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT —AREA 7 ALTERNATIVE SCL-7E SOIL VAPOR
EXTRACTION (SVE) AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA/MONITORING/

GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

F‘OST COMPONENT

Air Sparging (AS)

45 well installation

4S main system

s control panels

" carbon steel piping

i “carbon steel piping
(Excavation for piping placement
Condensate disposal

lectrical pwr. Regmnts. (25 HP)
4S treatment building

Air/water separator

|Catalytic oxidation treatment

Unit  No. Units Unit Cost| Capital Cost Construction Annual O&M Start-up &
/ Installation Costs Baseline Costs
Costs
$290,000 $378,935 596,000 525,000 |
Each 57 $6,000 $342.000
— _—
Is 1 $100,000 $100.000 $20.000 $20,000 $25,000
Is 1 $3,000 $3.000 $1,500 $600
If 3000 $57 $171,000 $34,200
If 500 $32 316,000 $3,200
If 3500 $4.41 $15.435
Gal 520 $25 $13,000
—
year 1 $25,000 $25,000
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Table 21
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY
SOURCE AREA 7

ALTERNATIVE SCS-7E: SOIL YAPOR EXTRACTION (SVE)/AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG SOURCE AREA /

MONITORING / GROUNDWATER U'SE R¥FSTRICTIONS

COST SUMMARY
Item/Description Total Cost
CAPITAL COSTS
Groundwater Use Restrictions $25.000
General $167,000
Leachate Monitoring Wells $120,000
VRS $828,000
Air Sparging $694,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS ! $1,834,000
Bid Contingency (15%) $275,000
Scope Contingency (20%) $367,000
Engineering and Design (15%) $275,000
Oversight/Health and Safety (5%) $92,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $2,843,000
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
General $24,000
VRS Regular Maintenance/Electrical $113.000
Leachate Sampling and Analysis (per event) $28.000
Regular System Maintenance/Electrical $96.000
TOTAL-ANNUAL COSTS $237,000
REPLACEMENT COSTS - .
Leachate Monitoring Wells (every 15 years) $29,000
Equipment Replacement (e.g.. motors, blowers) - every 15
years $30,000
e S - TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS $59,000
PRESENT \\"()RTH —\V—\]\El? - ) S
Total Capital Costs {from above)'" $2.843.000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs ' $1,636,000
Leachate Sampling
Quarterly Sampling - years 1 and 2 $207.000
Semi-annual Sampling - years 3 through 10 $295,000
Present Worth Replacement Costs '™ $0
$4,981.000

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH

(1} Capital costs tor construction items do not include oversight fees, which are accounted for separately.

(2) Replacement costs include construction and oversight capital costs.

(3) Capital costs represent the present worth of the given alternative.

(4) Present worth of annual O&M costs is based on a 7% discount rate over 10 years.

{5) Present worth of replacement costs is based on a 7% annual discount rate and no replacement
of leachate monitoring wells and system equipment.
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Table 22

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 7 LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-7B
MULTI-PHASE EXTRACTION/ COLLECT LEACHATE AND TREAT BY AIR STRIPPING UNIT / DISCHARGE TO
ON-SITE SURFACE WATER / GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS/MONITORING
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

Groundwater Use Restrictions
legal fees

Leachate Containment System
nobilization/demobilization for all

reatment building
clectrical supply
xtraction well installation

lpump materials installation

2" dia. carbon steel pipe, from well to
header

4" dia. carbon steel header pipe 1o Central
Pump Station

Central Pump Station

K" dia. carbon steel pipe from Central
[Pump Station to air stripper unit

air stripping treatment unit and installation

4" discharge pipe to creek

Leachate Monitoring Wells
well installation and mulert’als

or
Vehicle
\Equipment
Miscellancous
Veachate treatment system laboratory
kenalysis 7
Leachate Monitoring Well Sampling and
\Labor
Vehicle
Equipment
Miscellaneous
Veachate laboratory analysts

Cost based on CDM expenence

Cost based on CDM experience

Based on 20 foot x 20 foot bldg. - cost based on Butler Building April 1998 estimate

Based on CDM experience

4" diameter, stainless steel construction, 35 foot depth with 10 foot screen - cost based
on CDM experience of average extraction well installation costs.

1 pump per well (2 spare) @ 1.2 to 7 gpm tlow with/control box each pump - costs
based on April 1998 Grundfos cost estimate

2" diameter carbon steel pipe, 10 foot linkages from each of the 9 wells to treatment
unit (with 15% contingency - cost based on CDM experience

4" diameter carbon steel pipe, 10 foot linkages from header pipe to Centra! Pumping
Station (with 15% contingency) - cost based on CDM experience

Includes controls - cost based on CDM experience
4" diameter carbon steel pipe, 10 foot linkages from Central Pumping Station to
treatment unit (with 15% contingency) - cost based on CDM experience

Shallow Tray air stripper model 2631 with options - cost based on April 1998 North
East Environmental Products, Inc. cost estimate

4" diameter carbon steel pipe, 10 foot linkages from treatment unit to Creek (with 15%
contingency) - cost based on CDM experience

Cost based on CDM experience in monitoring well mstallanon

%uchate Treatment System Sampling and Anal
b

sis G 'l‘ i%mplmg event)

Based on lO hour work day at average CDM labor rate of $60 for over51ght personnel

Based on $60/day rental fee for a field vehicle

B ‘ed on CDM equipment rental rates
Incidental expenses (minor repairs, replacement of equipment, focal purchases, etc)

ts analysis; One duplicate and one blank will be collected per 10 samples.

Analysis (per sampling event)
Based on 10 hour work day at average CDM labor rate of $60 for oversight personnel |

Based on CDM equipment rental rates

Based on $60/day rental fee tor a field vehicle

-

Incidental expenses (minor repairs, replacement of equipment, local purchases, etc)

Based on average cost incurred for volatile organic compound analysis; One duplicate
and one blank will be collected per 10 samples.
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Table 22 Continued

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 7 LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-7B
MULTI-PHASE EXTRACTION/ COLLECT LEACHATE AND TREAT BY AIR STRIPPING UNIT / DISCHARGE TO
ON-SITE SURFACE WATER / GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS/MONITORING
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

Multi-Phase Extraction in Source Areas
Muln-Phase Wells (40 ft., 4 inch PVC with
development

PE System including enclosure

Piping (2 in. PVC @ 3 ft. bgs)

4ir Stripper Svstem Expansion

\Pilot Study

O&M Materials and Labor

[Electricity

Expanded Air Stripper O & M

Expanded Air Stripper / Catalytic Oxidation
Watural Gas

Based on CDM experience

Based on Carbon Air cost estimate

Based on CDM experience

Based on Carbon Air cost estimate

Based on CDM experience

Based on Carbon Air cost estimate

Based on Carbon Air cost estimate

Based on Carbon Air cost estimate

Based on Carbon Air cost estimate

Multi-Phase Extraction Momnitoring>
Multi-Phase Extraction Monitoring Wells
Continuous Recorders Multi-Phase MWs
Pressure Monitoring

IMob/Demob
\Per Diem
Gamina Ray Logs

EM-39 Logs

S/P and VIP off set Logging Stations

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

Based on Ground Truth Environmental cost estimate

Based on Ground Truth Environmental cost estimate

Based on Ground Truth Environmental cost estimate

Based on Ground Truth Environmental cost estimate

Based on Ground Truth Environmental cost estimate
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Table 23
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 7 LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-7B
MULTI-PHASE EXTRACTION/ COLLECT LEACHATE AND TREAT BY AIR STRIPPING UNIT/DISCHARGE

TO ON-SITE SURFACE WATER / GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS/MONITORING
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

108

;COST COMPONENT Unit  No. Units Unit |Capital Cost Construction/ Annual Start-up &
Cost Installation O&M Costs Baseline
Costs Costs
Groundwater Use Restrictions $25,000 50 30 §0
Vegal fees Is 1 $25,000 $25,000
Leachate Containment System $268,100 $52,400 $17,500 $0
bnobilization:demobilization Is | $5,000 $5,000
Yrea!menl building Is | $40,000 $40,000
electrical supply Is 1 $5.000 $5,000
exiraction well materials and installation well 8 $5,800 $46,400
Pump muaterials and in<llation pump 10 ) $2,000 $20,000 St 000 $2.500 ]
JJZ" dia. carbon steel carbon steel pipe from well ‘
o header pipe feet 160 $25 $4,000
1" dia. carbon steel header pipe to Central
ump Station feet 2,600 $32 $64,000
entral Pump Station Is 1 $54,500 $54.500 $5,000
" dia. carbon steel pipe from Central Pump
Station o air stripper unit feet 300 $32 $9,600
air stripping treatment unit and installation unit | $50,000 $50,000 $5,000 $10,000
14" carbon steel discharge pipe to creek feet 500 $32 $16,000
' Leachate Monitoring Wells S R ek +'$22,500 - $0° 0
well installation and materialy well 5 $4,500 $£22,500
Lep‘c_i!afté.Treatment System Sampling ’ e ’ e .
and Analysis (per sampling event) " 80 $0
Vabor hours 10 $60
vehicle day 1 $60
lequipment Is 1 3600
mscellancous Is 1 $1.000
Veachate treatment system laboratory analyis cach 2 $1.000
Leachate Monitoring Well Sampling
and Analysis (per sampling event) " $0 $0 36,310 50
Vabor hour 60 $60 $3.600
velicle day 3 $60 $180
equipment Is l $600 i $600
bniscellaneons Is I $1.000 S500
Veachate laboratory analy sis cach 11 S0 1 $1430 B




Table 23 Continued
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE, CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 7 LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-7B
MULTI-PHASE EXTRACTION/ COLLECT LEACHATE AND TREAT BY AIR STRIPPING UNIT/DISCHARGE

TO ON-SITE SURFACE WATER/ GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS/MONITORING
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

OST COMPONENT Unit  No. Units  Unit [Capital Cost Construction/ Annual Start-up &

|F Cost Installation O&M Costs Baseline
Costs Costs

Multi-Phase Extraction in Source Areas $425,4.0 $0 $92,500 $0
Mulri-Plase Wells (40 ft., 4 inch PVC with
klevelopment Each 10 $6,000 $60,000
IMPE System includimg enclosure Ls | $200,000 | $200,000
\Piping (2 in. PVC @ 3 ft. bgs) Lf 2000 $20 $40,000
ir Stripper System Fxpansion Ls ] $75,000 $75,000

ilot Study Ls ! $50,000 $50,000
O& M Materials and Labor Ls I $55,000 $55,000
Electricity T Ls 1 $9.500 $9,500
\Expanded Air Stripper O & M Ls | $7,000 $7,000
Fxpanded Air Stripper / Catalytic Oxidation Ls 1 $7,000 $7.000
Watural Gas Ls i $14,000 $14,000

Multi-Phase Extraction Monitoring. ' $43,500 $0 ' $0 $0

IMulti-Phase Extraction Monitoring Wells Each 6 $4.500 27,000
lContinuous Recorders for Multi-Phase MWs Each 6 $2,000 $12,000
Pressure Monitoring Poimts Each 9 $500 $4,500
7" 'Geophysical Survey - | 85,600 80 S0 $0.
Mob/Demob Ls 1 $2,000 $2,000
iPer Dieni Ls 1 $£5.000 $5.000
Gamma Ray Logs Well 6 S175 $1,050
FM-39 Logs Well 6 $175 $1,050
ISIP and VIP off set Logging Stations Statton 612 S125 $76,500

TOTAL OF ALL ITEMS LISTED BELOW PER ALTERNATIVE

" The monitoring schedule over 30 years was assumed as:
Years 1,2 = quarterly sampling: Years 3 through 30 = semi-annual sampling (Based on RCRA Closure Guidelines)

These costs are incorporated in each alternative's cost summary under "Annual Operation and Maintenance.”
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Table 24
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY
AREA 7 LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-7B: MULTI-PHASE EXTRACTION/COLLECT LEACHATE
AND TREAT BY AIR STRIPPING UNIT / DISCHARGE TO ON-SITE SURFACE WATER / GROUNDWATER USE
RESTRICTIONS/MONITORING

COST SUMMARY
Item/Description Total Cost
CAPITAL COSTS
Groundwater Use Restrictions $25,060
Leachate Containment System $321,000
Leachate Monitoring Wells $23,000
Multiphase Extraction in Source Areas $425,000
Multiphase Extraction Monitoring $44,000
Geophysical Survey $86,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS " $924,000
Bid Contingency (15%) $139,000
Scope Contingency (20%) $185,000
Engineering and Design (15%) $139.,000
Oversight/Health and Safety (5%) $46,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $1,433,000
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
Leachate Containment System $18,000
Leachate Treatment System Sampling and Analysis (per sampling event) $4,000
Leachate Sampling and Analysis (per sampling event) $6,000
Multi-Phase Extraction in Source Areas $93,000
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $121,000
REPLACEMENT COSTS
Leachate Containment System (every 15 years) $281,000
Monitoring Well Replacement (every 15 years) $44,000
TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS $325,000
PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS
Total Capital Costs (from above)® $1,433,000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs $467,000
Leachate Treatment System Sampling
Quarterly Sampling - years 1 through 30 $200,000
Leachate Sampling
Quarterly Sampling - years 1 and 2 $44,000
Semi-annual Sampling - years 3 through 30 $128,000
Present Worth Replacement Costs $150,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ) $2.,422,000

(1) Capital costs for construction items do not include oversight fees.

(2) Replacement costs include construction and oversight capital costs.

{3) Caputal costs represent the present worth of the given alternative.

(4) The “Present Worth Annual O&M Cost” line item includes all annual costs except for costs per sampling and analysis event.
Costs incurred for sampling and analysis are broken down per sampling schedule as listed. Sampling and analysis costs are based
on a 7% discount rate over a 30 year projection for the Multi-Phase Extraction System (Based on RCRA Closure Guidelines).

(5) Present worth of replacement costs is based on a 7% annual discount rate and replacement of monitoring wells and leachate
containment system (including central pump station, extraction wells, piping, pumps, and air stripping unit) every 15 years (twice
over 30-year projection)
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Table 25

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT SOURCE AREA 11 LEACHATE

ALTERNATIVE SCL-11A: NO ACTION/ LEACHATE MONITORING / NATURAL ATTENUATION/
GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT COMMENTS

legal fees Cost based on CDM experience

Leachate Monitoring Wells
vell installation and materials Cost based on CDM experience in monitoring well instailation

Leachate Monitoring Well

Sampling and Analysis (per

sampling event) ;

Labor Based on 10 hour work day at the average CDM labor rate of $60 for over site personnel
vehicle Based on $60/day rental fee for a field vehicle
equipment Based on CDM equipment rental rates

pniscellaneous
leachate laboratory analysis

Incidental expenses {minor repairs, r(‘g}acemfnt of equipment, local purchases, etc)

Based on average cost incurred for VOCs and bioparameters; One duplicate and one blank will be

collected per 10 samples.

Air Sparging (AS) - |

S well installation

Cost associated with installation of AS wells. Based on CDM experience.

AS main system

Vendor: includes blower, exp motor, inline silencer, pressure relief valve, unitized base, pressure
gauge and a manual motor starting switch.

AS control panels

Vendor estimate

6" carbon steel piping

Based on CDM experience

4" carbon steel piping

Based on CDM experience

]excavation for piping placement

12" wide trench and backfill, 48" deep as per 2000 Means

E)ndensafe disposal Based on COM experience
lectrical power requirements (25 HP) Based on 3-phase power, working 24 hrs/day, $0.09/kW-hr

JAS treatment building

Costs for AS treatment building included with corresponding VRS

air/water separator tank

lcatalytic oxidation treatment

Costs for airfwater separator tank included with corresponding VRS

Costs for catalytic oxidation treatmen' nchtded with corresponding VRS
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Table 26

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT SOURCE AREA 11 - LEACHATE
ALTERNATIVE SCL-11A: NO ACTION /LEACHATE MONITORING /NATURAL ATTENUATION/GROUNDWATER

USE RESTRICTIONS
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

Leacha(e labo

1S well installation

US main system

S control panels

6" carbon steel piping

]4 " carbon sieel piping
[Fxcavation for piping placement
Condensate disposal

Electrical power requirements
IAS treatment building

ir/water separator tank
’Zatalyﬁc oxidation treatment

k‘OST COMPONENT Unit  No. Units Unit Cost|Capital Cost Construction Annual O&M Costs Start-up &
/ Installation Baseline
Costs Costs
Groundwater Use Restrictions N S $25,000 $0 . $0
legal fees Is 1| $25,000 $25,000
Leachate Monitoring Wells N $0 $18,000 g0 -
Well installation and materials well $4,500 $18,000
Sampling and Analysis (per ' s T ‘ el
" sampling'event) i $0 80
Labor hours 60 $60
Vehicle day 3 $60
Equipment Is 1 $1,000
Miscellaneous Is 1 $1,500
8

-} $134,000- | $102,146

$25,000

each 13 $6,000 $78,000
Is 1 $100,000 | $100.000 $20,000 $20,000 $25,000
Is 1 $3,000 $3,000 $1,500 $600
If 500 $57 $28,500 $5,700
If 100 $32 $3,200 $640
If 600 $4.41 $2,646
qal 100 $25 $2,500
year 1 $25,000 $25.,000

Costs for AS treatment building included with corresponding VRS

Costs for air/water separator tank included with corresponding VRS

Costs for catalytic oxidation treaiment included with corresponding VRS
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Table 27
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY, SOURCE AREA 11 - LEACHATE
ALTERNATIVE SCL-11A: NO ACTION/LEACHATE MONITORING/NATURAL
ATTENUATION/GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS
COST SUMMARY

[tem/Description e Total Cost
CAPITAL COSTS
Groundwater Use Restrictions $25,000
Leachate Monitoring Wells $18,000
Anr Sparging $262,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $305,000
Bid and Scope Contingency (20%) $61,000
Oversight/Health and Safety (5%) $15,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $381,000

ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

Leachate Sampling and Analysis (per event) $8,000
Air Sparging $54,000
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS" $62.,000

REPLACEMENT COSTSY
Monitoring Well Replacement (every 15 years) $29,000
TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS $29,000

PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS
Total Capital Costs (from above)™ $381.,000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs ' $379,000

I.eachate Sampling

Quarterly Samphing - vears | and 2 $59,000
Semi-annual Sampling - vears 3 through 30 $170,000

Present Worth Replacement Costs ' $14,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH $1.003.000

(1) Capital costs for construction items do not include oversight fees.

(2) Replacement costs include construction and oversight capital costs,

(3) Capital costs represent the present worth of the given alternative.

{4) The “Present Worth Annual O&M Cost™ line item includes all annual ¢ sts except for costs per samphng and analysis
event. Costs incurred for sampling and analysis are broken down per sampling schedule as hsted. Sampling and
analysis costs are based on a 7% discount rate over a 30-year projection (Based on RCRA Closure Guidelines).

(5) Present worth of replacement costs is based on a 7% annual discount rate and replacement of monntoring wells
replacement every 13 years.



Table 28

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT

AREA 9/10 - SOIL

ALTERNATIVE SCS-9/10C: SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (SVE)
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

General
Construction Trailer(rental and delivery)

Mobilization

demobilization

iDecon facilities

Health and safety equipment
Electrical power supply

Water supply
- Seil'Vapor Extraction (SVE)

ISVE well installation

\SVE main system
SVE control panels

0" carbon steel piping
]4 " carbon steel piping

[ xcavation for piping placement
Electrical power requirements 25 HP

SVE treatment building
UirAvater separator tank

Uctivated C(IV[)O" emissions treatment

Activated carbon recharge (1600 1b unir)
{etivated carbon disposal

\Sumpling

Post Treatment Sampling

Test kits/Field Screening(per vear)

Lahoratory analvsis (VOCs N P} (per vear)

Shipping and handling (per vear)

Heavy equipment and trailers, per vendor estimate

Allowances for trailer and equipment demobilization

Allowances based on CDM equipment rates

Based upon expected electrical costs per month for this alternative

Based upon expected use per month for this alternative

wehoal
S

i

Cost associated with installation of SVE wells. Based on CDM experience

Vendor: Includes blower, exp motor, inline air filter, silencers, dilution

valve, moisture separator, condensate transfer pump, high condense, level

alarm, vac. Relief valve, vac. gauges, skid mounting, interconnecting piping and a
manual motor switch.

Vendor estimate-NEEP (May 1998)

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

12" wide trench and backfill, 36" deep as per 1996 means

Based on 3-phase power, working 24 hrs/day, $0.09/kW-hr

Based on prefabricated building on concrete pad. Based on CDM
experience

Based on CDM experience

Based on an estimate form Carbtrol (6/98)f6r a G-7Absorber carbon unit
w/1600 lbs of vapor phase activated carbon designed for 2000 cfm flows

Based on carbon use 3Ib/day and 365 days/year, rate of 1.50/1b carbon
recharge

Based on carbon used per 365/year, rate of $2.00 per Ib of carbon

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience and average test kit costs-25 samples per test
kit, samples collected on a grid of 1 sample /250cy contamination. material ;
Isampling grid per 2weeks

Based on 1998 sample analysis costs from Midwest laboratories; samples collected
on a grid of 1 sample /250cy contamination. material ; I samphng gnid per 2weeks

Costs associated with transporting samples from site to laboratory twice

per month
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Table 29
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
SOURCE AREA 9/10-
ALTERNATIVE SCS-9/10C: SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION(SVE)
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

[COST COMPONENT Unit No. Unit Cost |Capital Cost Construction Annual  Start-up &
Units / Installation O&M Baseline
Costs Costs Costs
General $3,000 $0 $18,300 $0
Construction trailer (remtal and delivery) Mo 1 $£3,300 $3,300
/Wabi/l:an‘o_n Is 1 St,000 $1,000
rDemobili:ation - Is 1 $1,000 $1,000
\Decon facilities Ea | $1,000 $1.000
Health an(}’ safety equipment Yr | $9,000 $9.000
Electrical power Yr 1 $3,600 $3,600
Water supply yr i $2,00)0 : $2,400
' Soil Vapor Extraction ' ’ - $126,140° | 7'$32,016 |$163,900| $0
ISVE well installation ea 4 $6,00) $24,000
ISFE main system unit { $18,000 $18,000 $0,000
ISVE control panels unit 1 $3.000 $3,000 $1,500 $500
6" carbon steel piping Ft 720 $57 541,040
L “carbon steel piping Ft. 50 $32 51,600
[Excavation for piping treatment Ft. 770 $0.67 3510
Electrical power requirements (25 H.P.) Is ] $25,000 $25.000
ISVE treatment building sf 500 3100 $30,000 included
{ir/water separator Is 1 $5.000 $5,000 $500
{ctivated carbon emissions treatment _— is 1 $7.500 7500 $1,000
{ctivated carbon recharge (1,600 1b recharge) yr a0 $1,640 $49,200
{ctivated carbon disposal yr 30 $2.190 $65,700
ISampling ca 8 $1,500 $i2,000
Post Treatment Sampling $0 S0 $147,000| SO
Test kits/Field Screening (per yeur) samples 34 S “;7—— $10,200
Laborarory AnalysistVOCs N Py (per vear) tkj;ﬂqples 672 S200 $134,400
Shuppung and handlig (per vear) J shipmit 24 SO0 N 52,400
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Table 30
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
SOURCE AREA 9/10
ALTERNATIVE SCS-9/10C SOILVAPOR EXTRACTION

COST SUMMARY

[tem/Description Total Cost
CAPITAL COSTS
General $3.000
Soil Vapor Extraction (w/emission controls) $158,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $161,000
Bid Contingercy (10%) $16,000
Scope Contingency (10%) $16,000
Engineering and Design (15%) $24,000
Oversight/Health and Safety (5%) $8,000
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE
COSTS
General $18,000
Regular System Maintenance /Electrical $164,000
Post Treatment Sampling $147.000
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $329,000
REPLACEMENT COSTS
TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS $0
PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS
Total Capital Costs $225,000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs $4,083,000
Present Worth Replacement Costs $0
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH $4,308,000
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Table 31

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 9/10

ALTERNATIVE SCL-9/10E:

AIR SPARGING(AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA/MONITORING

/GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

Groundwater Use Restrictions
Legal fees

General
Construction trailer (rental and
delivery)
mobilization
klemobilization
\Decon facilities
flealth and safety equipment
[Electrical power service supply
Water supply

Vell installation (md ma{ertals

vehicle
\Equipment

imiscellaneous

\Leachate laboratory analysis

Yapor Recovery System (VRS)
FRS installation
VRS Muain System

FRS control panels

6 carbon steel pipe

4" carbon steel pipe

Excavation for piping placement
\Electrical power requiremeris 10 hop
VRS Treatment buidding

Atravater separator tank

dctivated carbon

Leachate-Monitoringt Wells . ‘|-

Cost based on CDM experience

S0 X 12 ft const. trailer - $1.653/mi delivery fee (100mi)-rental allowance per 1996 means

Heavy equipment and trailers, per vendor estimate
Allowance for trailer and equipment demobilization

Based upon level of personal and vehicle decontamination anticipated for this alternative.
Allowance based on CDM equipment rates.

Based on expected electrical costs ber muitth for this alternative

Based on expected use per month for this alternative (e.g. decon, personne! Use)

Cost based upon CDM experience in monitoring well installation.

Based on 10 hour work day at the average CDM labor rate of $60 for oversight personnel

Based on $300/week rental fee for a field vehicle

Based on CDM equipment rental rates
Incidental expenses (minor repaurs, replacement of equipment, local Purchases, etc.)
Based on an average cost incurred for VOC analysis; One duplicate and one blank will be
collected per 10 samples.

i JBJSLd d on CDM experience

Cost associated with installation of SVE wells. Based on CDM experience
[Vendor: mmcludes blower, exp motor. inline filter, silencers dilution valve Moisture
separator, condensate transter pump, level alarm, Vacuum gauges, skid mounting,
tnterconnectmg piping and manual motor start switch.

}fu‘dor cstimate- NEEP (May 1996)

iBased on CDM experience
iiascd on CDM experience
112 wide trench and backfill, 367 deep as pcr 1996 means
Based on - bhdsc power won\mg, 24 hours' day, $0.09 kW-hr

Bamtabncatcd building on concrete pad. Based on CDM experience.

\Based on CDM experience

117




Table 31 Continued
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT AREA 9/10
ALTERNATIVE SCL-9/10E: AIR SPARGING(AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA/MONITORING

/GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE - COMMENTS

COST COMPONENT

COMMENTS

Air Sparging (AS)

AS welt instalic on
IAS min svstem

1S control panels

6" carbon steel piping

4" carbon steel piping

xcavation for piping placement
lectrical power requirements (25 HP)
45 treatment building

ir/water separator tank

A ctivated carbon treatment

Cost Associated with installation of AS wells. Based on CDM experience

Vendor: includes blower, exp motor, inline silencer, pressure relief valve Unitized base,
pressure gauge and a manual motor switch.

Vendor estimate

Based on CDM experience

Based on CDM experience

96 Means

Based on 3 phase power, working 24 hours/day, 0.09kW-hr

Costs for AS treatment building included with corresponding VRS

Costs for air/water separator tank included with VRS

Costs for carbon air treatment included with corresponding VRS
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Table 32
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT SOURCE AREAY9/10
LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-9/10E. AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ
BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA/ MONITORING/GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE ’

COST COMPONENT Unit No. Units Unit Cost | Capital Cost Construction/  Annual Start-up &
Installation O&M Costs Baseline Costs
Costs
Groundwater Use
Restrictions $25,000
L.egal fees Is | £25,000 $25.000
General $1,038,000 30 30
iraiter(rental and delivery) mo | 360 $275 $99,000
bnobilization Is 1 S1.000 $1.000
demobilization i Is | $1,000 $1,000
Decon facilities Ea ) $1,000 $1.000
IHealth and safety equipment
Electrical power service Mo 360 $2,000 $72(,000
Wupply Mo 360 S400 S144,000
Water supply mo 360 $200 $72.,000
0 | s $22,500 0 | S0
bnaterials well 5 34,5000 &0 $22,500
- - Leachate Monitoring _
. _'ng_l.Sampling . ;
And Analysis (per event) $0 $0 $3,270 so
WV ubor hours | 20 So0 $1,200
velicle days 1 S60 ) $60
lequipment is | [ S600 $600
bniscellaneous s J ) 1 S1,000 $500
Leachate laboratory anulysis cach. r 7 St30 1 $910
Vapor Recovery System $355,000 $67,059 $25,500 $0
VRS well installation Lo e . 10 S6,000 SO0.000 ]
VRS maim svstem N Slaoon | ss.o00 $10.000 ]
VRS control panels {s | 2 a $3.000 R S?G)(T ST $1.000 S50 ﬁ
L S ’ N . ]
6 carbon steel piping _ﬂ o 1330 $57 S87.210 ]
4 carbon steel piping ! i 'r ii() $32 S1600 ]
Fxcavation- piping placement Ft - ] A ¥TS§F $0.67 51,059
Elect. Pwr. requirements 10 hpl v _‘r 1 $20.000 $10.000
VRS treatment butlding (2) st B IH M S100 SSKOB(T(,IV . L included L
Lliriwater separator tank s —‘L" 2 $3.000 S10.000 | st.oeu I -
Carbon adsorption,enusstons s ] 2 SRO,000 S160,000 mcluded $4.000
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Table 32 Continued
SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT SOURCE AREA9/10
LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-9/10E, AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ
BOUNDARY AND SOURCE AREA/ MONITORING/GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

!COST COMPONENT Unit No. Units Unit Cost | Capital Cost Construction/  Annual Start-up &
Installation O&M Costs Baseline Costs
Costs
Air Sparging (AS) i $131,950 | - $98907 | s35500- |50 .
S well installation ea 15 $6,000 $90,000
s main system Is 1 $18,000 $18,000 $6,000 510,000
s control panels Is I $3,000 $3,000 $1,500 $500
lﬁ " carbon steel piping If 1750 $57 $99,750
" carbon steel piping If 350 $32 $11,200
Fxcavation - piping
To/acemenl If 2100 $0.67 $1407
Elect. Pwr. requirements25 hp year 1 $25,000 $25,000
1S treatment building Included above
Iir/water separator tank Included above
ctivated carbon treatment | Included above
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Table 33

SOUTHEAST ROCKFORD SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT SOURCE AREA 9/10
LEACHATE ALTERNATIVE SCL-9/10E AIR SPARGING (AS) ALONG GMZ BOUNDARY AND
SOURCE AREA/LEACHATE MONITORING/GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS

COST SUMMARY
Item/Description Total Cost
CAPITAL COSTS
Groundwater Use Restrictions $25,000
General $1,038,000
Leachate Monitoring Wells $23,000
VRS $423,000
Air Sparging $231,000
Subtotal Construction Costs $1,740,000
Bid Contingency 15% $261,000
Scope Contingency 20% $348,000
Engineering and Design 15% $261,000
Oversight/Health and Safety $87,000
Total Capital Costs $2,697,000
Annual Operating and Maintenance Costs
VRS Regular Maintenance/Electrical $26,000
Leachate Sampling and Analysis per event $3,000
Regular System Maintenance/Electrical $36,000
Total Annual Costs $65,000
Replacement costs
Lcachate Monitoring Wells (every 15 years) $29,000
Equipment (eg. Blowers motors) every 15 years $30,000
Total Replacement Costs $59,000
Present Worth Analysis |
Total Capital costs (from above) $2,697,000
Present Worth Annual O&M Costs $807,000
Quarterly Leachate Sampling-years 1&2 $22,000
Semi-annual Sampling —years 3 through 30 $64,000
Present Worth Replacement Costs $29,000
Total Present Worth $3,619,000

(1). Capal costs for construction items do not include oversight fees, which are accounted for separately.

(2). Replacement costs include construction and oversight capital costs
(3). Capital costs represent the present worth of the given alternative
(4). Present worth of annual O&M cost is based on a 7% discount rate over a life of 30 years.

(5). Present worth of replacement costs is based on a 7% annual discount rate and replacement of system equipment every

15 years (once over a 30 year projection)
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STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

The risk posed by drinking contaminated groundwater and the risk posed by the contaminated
soil in the four source areas were considered separately by the [llinois EPA and U.S. EPA for the
Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination project. In October 1995, after carefully
considering public comment, the [llinois EPA and U.S. EPA chose “Use Restrictions™ as the
remedy for the area groundwater that predictably would be impacted by contamination within the
next 70 years. The remedy for the groundwater was implemented in 1998,

A human health risk assessment was conducted on the soil in cach of the four source areas. The
human health risk assessment followed a tiered approach, in conformance with Tiered Approach
to Corrective Action Objectives (TACO). TACO is a program used by the Illinois EPA for
developing remediation objectives for contaminated soil and groundwater. Development of these
remediation objectives iticludes protecting human health and the environment and takes into
account site conditions and land use. TACO must work within existing laws and regulations,
therefore, the use of TACO for the development of remediation objectives for the Southeast
Rockford Groundwater Contamination Site needed to meet guidelines in accordance with
CERCLA, RAGS, RCRA, and 35 Ili. Adm. Code Part 620.

Three exposure pathways were considered in this assessment: (1) direct contact with soil
(including ingestion and inhalation); (2) the soil component of the groundwater ingestion
pathway; and (3) ingestion of vegetables. An evaluation was conducted for the direct contact
with soil pathway and the soil component of the groundwater pathway. Chemical concentrations
found at the site were compared to a combination of pre-established screening values,
background concentrations and practical quantitation limits (PQLs). A PQL is the level at which
a chemical can be reliably measured in the laboratory.

A risk assessment was also conducted for the soil component of the groundwater pathway (for
chemicals which exceeded values established under Tier [ assessment) and the ingestion of
vegetables pathway for Area 7 only. Based on land use in this area, the close proximity of
farmland. and the absence of institutional controls, it was determined that an agricultural scenario
could not be ruled out.

Sampling data collected from the surface and subsurface soit of each of the four source areas
were compared to the Tier 1 Exposure Route-Specific Values (ingestion and inhalation) for soil
protective of residential areas and the Soil Component of the Groundwater Ingestion Exposure
Route Values for Class I groundwater. The direct contact (ingestion and inhalation) values are
protective of direct contact with soil, while the soil component of the groundwater protectton
values are protective of groundwater impacted by contaminants that could leach from soil.

As directed by Hlinois EPA, it was assumed that all four-source areas were, or could become,
residential areas. Currently, no land use restrictions are in place to prevent residential
development or expansion. Therefore, it was necessary to employ soil remedial objectives that
would be protective of residential land use. Because the exposure assumptions for the residential
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scenario are standardized. with few site-specific modifications. there was no advantage in
developing Tier 3 values. Therefore, Tier 1 values were used.

Because several chemicals (that could impact groundwater) exceeded Tter 1 objectives for soil,
Tier 3 soil remediation objectives (SROs) were developed. Tier 3 risk-based soil levels
protective of groundwater are presented in Tables in this ROD for each Source Area. The SROs
are back-calculated from the Groundwater Remediation Objective (GRO) presented for Class |
Groundwater in Section 742, Appendix B: Table F of TACO. While most of the GROs are based
on a hazard index of 1.0 or a cancer risk of one in one million, in some cases, the GRO is based
or. a higher cancer risk. Therefore, a mixture assessment was conducted according to the Illinois
EPA mixture rule issued under Docket C of the Illinois Pollution Control Board (December 4,
1997) to determine what the risks would be if all of the SROs for the soil to groundwater
pathway were achieved. This assessment demonstrated that, in accordance with TACO, total
cancer risk associated with the SROs for the soil to groundwater pathway would not exceed an
excess lifetime risk of one in ten thousand or a hazard index of 1.0 if all SROs were achieved.

RESULT OF THE DIRECT PATHWAY (TIER 1)
The results of the Tier 1 assessment of the direct contact pathway can be summarized as follows:

¢ Maximum concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) did not exceed their
respective Tier 1 values in any of the focus areas.

e Maximum concentrations of semi-volatile organic compound (SVOCs) and inorganics
exceeded their respective direct contact (ingestion and inhalation) Tier 1 values in all four

arcas.

e Maximum concentrations of inorganics and one SVOC in Area 7, (benzo (a) pyrene), were
dropped from further evaluation, because detected concentrations were less than or consistent
with background concentrations. Risk associated with these chemicals are below 1 x 107
(1E-06, one in one million) and/or a hazard index of 1.0.

e Selected samples in Areas 4 (SS4-201, SS4-203, SS4-203D) and 11 (SS11-206, SS11-207)
were identified as “hot spots” that exceeded a Tier 1 value and the Practical Quantitation

Limit (PQL).

e Three out of four samples in Area 9/10 (SS910-101, SS910-103, SS910-104) exceeded one
or more Tier 1 values. These data are presented in Appendix B. The “hot spots™ in Areas 4
and 11 and the samples exceeding a Tier 1 value in Area 9/10 will be addressed in the FFS.
The FFS will evaluate whether or not additional SVOC data may be needed in the remedial
design phase to better characterize risk and the extent of contamination. Based on the results
of sampling, if necessary, remedial alternatives that address SVOC's would be developed and
evaluated. The presence of these hot spots represents a potential exceedence of risk limits
established by the U.S. EPA (a noncancer hazard index of 1.0 and cancer risks of between
one in one million and one in one hundred thousand) and the Illinois EPA (a noncancer index
of 1.0 and cancer risks of one in one million used to develop the Tier 1 values), depending on

actual exposure.
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RESULTS OF THE SOIL TO GROUNDWATER PATHWAY (TIER 1)
The results of the Tier 1 assessment of the soil to groundwater pathway can be summarized as

follows:

e Several chemicals were dropped from further evaluation for the soil to groundwater pathway
because they were not detected in groundwater (Dieldrin, carbazole and several SVOCs).

e VOCs in surface soil in Area 4 and VOCs in subsurface soil in all four areas exceeded Tier !
soil component of the groundwater protection values. These VOCs were further evaluated in
Tier 3. A Tier 3 assessment was conducted for those chemicals that exceeded a so1l
component of the groundwater protection value and were detected in groundwater during past
sampling events at greater than 5 percent frequency of detection. The Tier 3 assessment
consisted of calculating soil concentration protective of groundwater at a designated point of
compliance.

RESULTS OF THE SOIL COMPONENT OF THE GROUNDWATER INGESTION

PATHWAY (TIER 3) X
The results of the Tier 3 assessment of the soil component of the groundwater ingestion pathway

can be summarized as follows:

o Chemicals of concern in Areas 4, 7, and 11 exceed their respective SROs. Two additional
chemicals of concern in Area 11 exceed their respective saturation concentrations, but not the
calculated SRO. Risks associated with chemicals that exceed an SRO in Areas 4, 7 and 11
exceed lllinois EPA cancer rnisk limits of one in one million or a hazard index of 1.0.

o All areas where detected concentrations exceeded the lower of the SRO or saturation
concentration were further evaluated in the FFS. Volumes estimates were developed for
these areas for excavation or remediation purposes.

e Area 7 borders land currently used for agricultural purposes, and no current zoning
restrictions prevent conversion of some of the undeveloped portions of Area 7 to agricultural
usc. For these reasons, a semi-quantitative evaluation was conducted to determine whether
the use of Arca 7 for growing vegetables or fruits would result in an unacceptable risk to
human health. Based on this evaluation, it is concluded that ingestion of vegetables (or fruits
which have a fresh weight consumption rate lower than vegetables, i.e., 88 mg/day) would
not result in exceedence of either a hazard index of 1.0 or a cancer risk of 1E-06 (one in one
million), which are the risk limits on which the Tier | values are based.

CONCLUSION

A combination of a Tier 1 and Tier 3 assessment was used to assess risks to human heaith. At
Areas 4,7, 9/10 and 11, Tier | was used to evaluate the direct contact pathway and the migration
of soil to groundwater. Tier 3 was used to evaluate the migration of soil to groundwater pathway
(for those chemicals that exceeded Tier 1 values) and the ingestion of vegetables pathway (for
Area 7 only). The Tier | assessment resulted in the identification of SVOCs above Tier 1 values
in Areas 4, 9/10 and 11. If these SVOCs were removed, all remaining concentrations of SVOCs
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would be less than the higher ot the PQL or Tier 1 concentration. The Tier 3 Assessment
resulted in remediation goals for VOCs in all four-source areas and was also used to develop a
remediation plan.

SUMMARY OF ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF SOIL IN AREA 7

Although the 1995 groundwater ROD concluded that the contaminated groundwater did not pose
a 'ang-term environmental (ecological) risk to the Rock River, Hlinots EPA is required to
consiuer the ecological risk of the contaminated soil in the source areas. However, TACO may
not be used to establish ecological remediation goals. Therefore, an ecological assessment was
conducted at Area 7 per U.S. EPA guidelines. Ecological assessments were not conducted at
Areas 4, 9/10 and 11, because site characteristics (consisting mostly of pavement and buildings)
are not highly suitable as habitat for significant populations of plants and animals. Also, some
corrective action objectives cannot be used because, as they are currently designed, TACO values
only consider human health risk and not environmental risk.

An Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) was conducted at Area 7 to evaluate the likelihood that
adverse ecological effects may occur (or are occurring) at the site as a result of exposure to
single- or multiple-chemical stressors. Risks result because of contacts between ecological
receptors and stressors that are sufficiently long in duration and of sufficient intensity to elicit
adverse effects. The primary purpose of this screening-level ERA is to identify contaminants in
surface water and sediment that can result in adverse effects to present or future ecological
receptors.

This ERA is based primarily on a screening-level approach in which measured chemical
concentrations in surface water and sediment are compared to relevant-effect concentrations.
This ERA is intended to provide information that can help establish remedial priorities and serve
as a scientific basis for regulatory and remedial actions for the site. The general approach used to
conduct this ERA is based on site-specific information and on recent EPA guidance, primarily
Ecological Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Process for Designing and Conducting
Ecological Risk Assessmen*s (EPA 1997a), supplemented by Guidance for Ecological Risk
Assessment (EPA 1998).

Risks to ecological receptors are summarized below, within categories designated as low nisk and
risk. No sources of moderate or high risks are identified for this ERA. The differentiation of low
and no risks 1s used to evaluate the relative risks associated with specific stressors compared to
all other potential contributors to risks. These designations are based on both the quantitative
risk estimates presented previously and best professional judgment.

LOW RISK
e Sensitive aquatic biota such as benthic invertebrates can be adversely affected by direct
contact with surface water in the creek adjacent to Area 7. The only COPC of concemn in
water at this location is:
1,1,1-tnichloroethane
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e Similar organisms may be additionally at risk from dircct contact with creck sediments.
Major sediment-associated COPCs at this location include:
benzo(a)anthracene
methoxychlor
chrysene

NO RISK :
® Aquatic and semi-aquatic organisms do not appear to be at significant risk from any other

COPCs identified at this site.

e Consumers of aquatic and semi-aquatic organisms (€.g., piscivorous birds, omnivorous upper
trophic level predators), represented by belted kingfisher and red fox, respectively, do not
appear to be at significant nisk.

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)

The remedies for the ROD are subject to federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARSs) and any more stringent state regulations. The determination of ARARs
has been made in accordance with Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, and the Small Business Liability Relief
and Brownfields Revitalization Act of 2002. These ARARs are also consistent with the National
Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CFR Part 300; amended March 8, 1990. ARARs are federal, or
more stringent state requirements, that the remedial alternative(s) must achieve, that are legally
applicable to the substance or relevant and appropriate under the circumstances. Administrative
requirements such as obtaining permits and agency approvals, record keeping, reporting and off-
site activities such as waste disposal regulated by state or municipalities would also be
considered applicable or retevant and appropriate regulations. It is important to note that, as
identified at Section 121(e) of CERCLA, and in the NCP at 40 CFR 300.400(¢e), no federal, state,
or local permits are required for any remedial actions conducted entirely on-site. However, all
on-site emissions and/or discharges would need to attain a level of treatment and management
meeting all substantive technical requirements that might otherwise be included in a permit. Any
emissions or discharges that leave the site or any response actions that are conducted off-site are
subject to all applicable permitting requirements.

The status of a requirement under Section 121(d) of CERCLA and other environmental laws,
both federal and state, may be either applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
alternative, but not both. The NCP (40 CFR 300.5) defines these terms as follows:

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

Those clean-up standards, standards of control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, or
limitations promulgated under federal or state environmental or facility siting laws that
specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or
other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only those state standards that are identified by a
state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than federal requirements may be applicable.
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RELEVANT OR APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

Those clean-up standards, standards of control and other substantive requirements, criteria or
limitations described above, that, while not applicable, address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at a CERCLA site that their usc is well-suited to the

particular site.

In addition to ARARs. the U.S. EPA has identified federal and state non-promulgated criteria,
advisories and guidance as requirements to be considered (TBC) as part of the FS analysis.
TBCs are used on an as appropriate basis in developing clean-up standards. TBCs do not have
the same status as ARARs and are not considered to be required clean-up standards because they
are not promulgated regulations.

OTHER REQUIREMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED (TBCs)

Non-promulgated federal and state advisories or guidance documents do not have status as
potential ARARSs; however, these advisories or guidance documents may be considered in
determining the necessary level of cleanup for the protection of health or the environment.

As specifted in 40 CFR 300.430(£)(1)(i1))(C)(1) — (6), a remedial alternative that does not meet an
ARAR under federal or state environmental laws can still be selected given any of the following
six limited circumstances:

e The alternative is an interim measure and will become part of a total remedial action that will
attain the applicable or relevant and appropriate federal or state requirement;

e Compliance with the requirement will result in greater risk to human health and the
environment than other alternatives;

e (Compliance with the requirement is technically impracticable from an engineering
perspective (e.g., technical impracticability waiver for groundwater);

e The alternative will attain a standard or performance that is equivalent to that required under
an otherwise applicable standard, requirement, or limitation through the use of another
method or approach:;

e With respect to a state requirement, the state has not consistently applied, or demonstrated the
intention to consistently apply, the promulgated requirement in similar circumstances at other
remedial actions within the state; and

e For Superfund-financed response actions only, an alternative that attains the ARAR will not
provide a balance between the need for protection of human health and the environment with
the availability of fund monies to respond to other sites that may present a threat to human
health and the environment.

TYPE/STATUS OF ARARs
ARARs are divided into three types of requirements: chemical specific; location specific; and
action specific. This distinction is based on the factors that trigger the requirement (e.g.,
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emission of a chemical or particular action such as transportation of a chemical). These types of
ARARs are defined as follows:

Chemically Specific Requirements are set health or risk-based concentration limits or ranges
in various environmental media for specific hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants
that is acceptable in the ambient environment. Examples of chemical specific ARARs are
National Ambient Water Quality Standards.

Location Specific Requirements are set restrictions on activities, depending on the
characteristics of a site or its immediate receptors. A remedial alternative may be restricted
or eliminated due to the location or charactenistics of the site and the requirements that apply
to it. Examples of location specific ARARs are regulations based on proximity to wetlands

and flood plains.

Action Specific Requirements are set controls or restrictions on particular kinds of activities
related to the managenient of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants. ~hese
requirements are not triggered by specific chemicals at a site, but rather by the particular
activities to be conducted during the implementation of the remedial alternative (technology
or activity-based requirements). Examples of action specific ARARs are transportation and
handling requirements.

Only chemical specific ARARs are candidates for site cleanup goals. Action specific and
location-specific ARARSs apply to the execution of the selected remedial alternative.

Identification of Federal ARARSs for the S.E. Rockford Site

This section presents a summary of those federal regulations that may be found to be applicable
or relevant and appropnate to the S.E. Rockford site, specifically:

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA),
including the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the Small
Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act of 2002 and subsequent
amendments;

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1996, as amended (RCRA);

Hazardous and Solid Waste Act Amendments of 1984 (HSWA);

The Clean Water Act (CWA) and Amendments;

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA);

The Clean Air Act (CAA);

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA); and

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act.
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The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act

CERCLA, last amended in January 2002, provides the U.S. EPA Administrator the authority to
respond to any past disposal of hazardous substances and any new uncontrolled releases of
hazardous substances. Within CERCLA, a trust fund has been established for cleanup of
abandoned past disposal sites and leaking underground storage facilities, as well as the authority
to brir ¢ civil actions against violators of this act. The National Contingency Plan (NCP), which
guides removal and remedial actions at Superfund sites, was developed subject to this act.

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 extensively amended
CERCLA. The major goals of SARA were to include more public participation, and to establish
more consideration of State clean-up standards, with an emphasis on achieving remedies that
permanently and significantly reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of wastes.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RCRA regulates the management and land disposal of hazardous waste and solid waste material
and the recovery of materials and energy resources from the waste stream. RCRA regulates the
generation, transportation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous wastes, as well as solid
waste disposal facilities. RCRA applies to remedial actions that include disposal, treatment,
storage or transportation of regulated wastes. Remedies that include on-site disposal of
hazardous wastes will be required to meet RCRA design, monitoring, performance, e.g., air
emission standards 35 I1l. Adm. Code 724, and closure standards. Off-site transportation of
regulated wastes, whether as part of a remedial action or as generated during the investigation,
will require use of the manifest system, a RCRA-licensed transporter and proof of acceptance at
a licensed facility approved for the particular wastes.

The Hazardous and Solid Waste Act Amendments

The Hazardous and Solid Waste Act Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 impose new and more
stringent requirements on hazardous waste generators, transporters, and owner/operators of
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Land disposal restrictions, as described in 40 CFR
268, identity hazardous was.es that are restricted from land disposal and define those limited
circumstances under which an otherwise prohibited wastc may continue to be land disposed.

The Clean Water Act
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977, was last

amended October 1992, and is commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA). Federal
Ambient Water Quality Criteria documents have been published for 65 priority pollutants listed
as toxic under the CWA. These criteria are guidelines that may be used by states to set surface
water quality standards. Although these criteria were intended to represent a reasonable estimate
of pollutant concentrations consistent with the maintenance of designated water uses, states may
appropriately modify these values to reflect local conditions. Under SARA, however, remedial
actions must attain a level or standard of control that will result in surface water conditions
equivalent to these criteria, unless a waiver has been granted.

The water quality criteria are generally represented in categories that are aligned with different
surface water-use designations. These criteria represent concentrations that, if not exceeded in
surface water, should protect most aquatic life against acute or chronic toxicity. For many
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chemical compounds, specific criteria have not been established because ol msutficient data.
The criteria are used to calculate appropriate limitations for discharges to surface water. These
limitations are incorporated in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

permits,

The provisions of the CWA are potentially applicable to uncontrolled landfill leachate and
groundwater discharges to surface water bodies and to remedial actions that include a discharge
of treated water to surface water.

Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 6 describes the requirements for flood plain/wetlands review of
proposed U.S. EPA actions. These regulations are potentially applicable for work to be done in
the creeks or other wetland areas, and for remedial activities within the flood plain, such as the

unnamed creek in Area 7.

The Safe Drinking Water Act

The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (SDWA) regulates the quality of water collected,
distnibuted or scld for drinking purposes. Standards are set for MCLs permissible in water
delivered to any user of public drinking water. The SDWA also has been broadened to protect
groundwater and public drinking water supplies against contamination.

National primary drinking water standards established under the SDWA are promuigated as
MCLs that represent the maximum allowable levels of specific contaminants in public water
systems. MCLs are generally based on lifetime exposure to the contaminant for a 70 kg (154
pound) adult who consumes two liters (0.53 gallons) of water per day.

The SDWA provides for primary drinking water regulations to be established for maximum
contaminant level goals (MCLGs), with MCLs as close to MCLGs as feasible. MCLGs are
non-enforceable health goals at which no known or anticipated adverse effects on the health of
persons would be expected to occur, thus allowing an adequate margin of safety. MCLGs only
serve as goals for U.S. EPA in the course of setting MCLs and, therefore, are initial steps in the

MCL rule-making process.

MCLs and MCI.Gs for contaminants of concern at the SCOU are established in the final Risk
Assessment (CDM 1998).

The Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act, as amended (CAA), was enacted to protect and enhance the quality of air
resources to protect public health and welfare. The CAA is intended to initiate and accelerate
national research and development programs to achieve the prevention and control of air
pollution. Under the CAA, the Federal Agencies are to provide technical and financial assistance
to state and local governments for the development and execution of their air pollution programs.
The U.S. EPA is the administrator of the Act and is given the responsibility to meet the
objectives of the Act. The Act establishes emission levels for certain hazardous air pollutants
that result from treatment processes.

Requirements of the CAA are potentially applicable to remedial actions that result in air
emissions, such as excavation and treatment activities.
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The Hazardous Matenals Transportation Act

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA) of 1981, as amended, was enacted to
regulate the shipping, marking, labeling, and placing of hazardous materials that are transported
on public roadways. Pursuant to the HMTA, the Department of Transportation (DOT) has
promulgated regulations pertaining to transportation of hazardous materials. DOT also has
jurisdiction over the packaging of hazardous materials prior to shipment.

Hazardous soils, residues, wastewaters, or wastes that are transported off-site from the SCOU
site will be handled according to HMTA and DOT regulations.

Identification of State ARARSs for the S.E. Rockford SCOU

The purpose of this section is to identify ARARs that exist based on Illinois state regulations that
must be complied with when performing a remedial action. The agency charged with developing
and enforcing environmental regulations for Il!inc:s is the Illinois EPA, in conjunction with the
[llinois Pollution Control Board. Specifically, these potential ARARSs include:

e [llinois Groundwater Protection Act
o [llinois Solid Waste Management Rules; and
e Illinois Air Pollution Control Regulations

INinois Groundwater Protection Act

The Illinois Groundwater Protection Act (IGPA) was enacted on November 7, 1991 (amended in
1994) by the Illinois General Assembly (IGA) as an outgrowth of long-standing concemn by the
IGA and the citizens of Illinois that the State's rich and valued groundwater resources be
protected. The IGPA is a multi-faceted groundwater policy and program statement designed to
provide such protection and to assure the continued viability of the State's groundwater
resources. In order to restore, protect, enhance and manage the groundwater of Illinois, the IGPA
proposes regulations that establish comprehensive water quality standards specifically for the
protection of groundwater.

Groundwater impacted by activities at the SCOU will be compared to the Illinois groundwater
quality standards to determine the need for corrective actions, if any. The IGPA is incorporated
into the Illinois Administrative Code in Title 35, Subtitle F (Public Water Supphes), Part 620
Groundwater Quality; groundwater quality standards are given in Subtitle D of this Part 620.

Hlinois Water Quality Standards (35 1ll. Adm. Code Subtitle C: Water Pollution and Subtitle F:
Public Water Supplies)

These regulations pertain to all waters in the state and are intended to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical and biological integrity of the waters of the state. The regulations include:
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e Specific water quality standards and minimum treatment requirements that apply to all waters
of the state (see Subtitle C: Part 302 water quality standards). These include minimum
surface water quality standards, effluent standards and general use water quality standards.

e Regulations applying to industrial wastewater programs (National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System ~ NPDES);

e Water quality standards for water distributed through public water supply systems (Subtitle
F. specifically). These include primary drinking water standards and groundwater

monitoring requirements; and

e Groundwater quality standards for Class I-1V groundwater (defined in Subtitle F: Part 620)
with potential for use in public water supply systems.

The procedures for developing water quality criteria based on toxicity are included in Ill. Adm.
Code Subtitle C: Part 302, Subpart F, as are procedures for evaluating the characteristics of
receiving waters. These procedures are used to determine discharge concentrations, which 1f not
exceeded, will maintain the quality of the receiving waters. Note that Subpart F: Section 620.130
exempts groundwater from the General Use Standards or Public and Food Processing Standards
of Subparts B and C of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302. It is the purpose of all of the mentioned water
quality regulations to meet the requirements of Section 402 of the Federal Clean Water Act

(CWA).

Illinois Solid Waste Management Rules (35 Ill. Admin. Code Subtitle G: Waste Disposal)
These regulations specify requirements that apply to solid waste and hazardous waste facilities.
These include solid waste management requirements, hazardous waste management permitting
and related hazardous waste operations requirements. The solid waste regulations are given
specifically under Subchapter I: Solid Waste and Special Waste Handling, Parts 807-880. These
regulations include design and disposal regulations as well as monitoring requirements and
standards for groundwater protection applicable to solid waste and special waste landfills. The
hazardous waste regulations were developed pursuant to the requirements of RCRA and are
given specifically in Parts 700-750 of Subtitle G. These hazardous waste regulations pertain to
generators and transporters of hazardous waste and owners or operators of hazardous waste
facilities. Regulations regarding Underground Injection Control (UIC) and the handling of
Universal Wastes are also included 1n this section.

llinois Air Pollution Control Regulations (35 Ill. Admin. Code Subtitle B: Air Pollution)

The Illinois air pollution control regulations were developed pursuant to the Federal Clean Air
Act (CAA). The regulations contain specific emission levels and requirements for monitoring
emissions. They contain regulations for specific types of operations (such as burning) and types
of industry as well as permitting requirements. There are also specific emissions standards for
hazardous air pollutants. Subchapter F, Part 232 provides information regarding toxic air
contaminants and Subchapter L, Part 243 of these regulations give Air Quality Standards.

IDENTIFICATION OF ARARs
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The regulatory groups previously described were considered during thec ARAR identification
process. This includes federal and state requirements (applicable or relevant and appropriate).
Other information to be considered (TBCs) include federal and state criteria, advisories and
guidance documents. The identification of ARARs presented in this section was based on
current knowledge of the site, available analytical data and review of ARARs established for
sites with similar contamination. The ARARs from other sites were derived by reviewing EPA
RO s from sites both within and outside of Region V. based on selected remedial alternatives
and final ARARs chosen for these sites.

Table 35 provides a summary of potential ARARs at the SCOU. Based on the anticipated
remedial actions at the site, some of these potential ARARs may not apply and are marked in the
last column of Table 35. The ARARs that will apply have a direct effect upon the remedial
actions selected. The following paragraphs discuss some examples of this direct effect.

NPDES, Illinois Underground Injection Control (UIC) and Illinois Air Emission Source
Construction permits can be obtained, but may take considerable lengths of time. The Illinois
EPA Division of Air Pollution Control will require off-gas containment of any air stripper that
exceeds a total volatile emission rate of 8 pounds per hour. Any groundwater that is remediated
will require treatment to MCLs or IGWPA levels, whichever is more stringent; or to NPDES
discharge levels, depending on the discharge option selected. MCLs and IGWPA Class I
Groundwater Standards for all VOCs that exceed MCLs in groundwater are provided in tables in
this ROD.

The IGWPA was set up in 1987 to respond to the need to manage groundwater quality by
prevention-oriented processes. It establishes comprehensive water quality standards for
groundwater, provides for the use of water well protection zones and allows for the establishment
of groundwater management zones (GMZs) within any class of groundwater. A GMZ can be
established where groundwater is being managed to mitigate against effects caused by the release
of contaminants from a site. GMZ provisions recognize the practical limitations commonly
associated with remediating groundwater contamination and links technological approaches and
practices with standards regulation. The area of a GMZ can be established with reference to a
given point of compliance and an appropriate period of time to achieve compliance. The
groundwater within the study area ts considered Class [ groundwater, under the definitions
provided by the Act.

Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) are designated to treat domestic wastewater or
sewage. In general, POTWs are not designated to treat heavy metals, solvents, organics and
other types of toxic pollutants. POTWs are certainly not for off-site treatment or disposal of
contaminated groundwater. The treatment of toxic pollutants, if it occurs at all in a POTW
treatment plant, is incidental to the design of most POTWs and involves, to a large extent, taking
advantage of the treatment system’s ability to dilute non-domestic or industrial discharges, as
well as adsorption of toxic pollutants to particles that settle out into the sludge. Thus, a
significant portion of the heavy metals and organic compounds that are introduced into the head-
works of a POTW treatment plant end up in the POTWs sewage sludge. Therefore, this ROD
has assumed that discharge to the POTW is not acceptable, unless appropriate pre-treatment steps
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were taken. It is noted that the local POTW has indicated that it would not accept any
contaminated leachate collected from the SCOU.

Illinois EPA Bureau of Water regulations governing the construction and operation of treatment
units are found at 35 11l. Adm. Code Sections 302, 304, and 309. Section 302 contains water
quality standards, Section 304 contains effluent limitations and Section 309 deals with permitting
requirements. ‘

The construction of a groundwater treatment system in most cases requires a permit from the
Burcau of Water. A burden of proof is placed upon the permittee to justify that the proposed
treatment system is capable of meeting either the surface water discharge standards or general
pretreatment standards for discharge to a sanitary sewer. It is also required that the selected
remedy is the correct technology and design specifications are correct for the contaminants of

concern.

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is utilized when a discharge is
made to any surface water. The NPDES program provides for a non-degradation analysis of the
receiving stream water quality analysis, and a review of the parameters of concern to determine
the appropriate limits and monitoring requirements. Permit limits are derived from the more
stringent applicable water quality standards, technology based effluent limits, and federal
categorical limitations (not applicable in this case).

Air Strippers are part of the selected remedy for Source Areas 4 & 7 and have been determined
by the [ilinois EPA Bureau of Water to be an appropriate effective technology for the removal of
VOCs. VOCs in both areas are the primary contaminants of concern, however, the effectiveness
of the air-stripping system will be deferred until the design 1s completed and submitted.

A permeable reactive barrier wall was the proposed remedy for remediation of the leachate in
Source Area 9/10. The Illinois EPA, however, modified the remedy used for leachate control in
this area, based on additional data and analysis of the potential sources of contamination and
public comment. The remedy will be designed to meet regulations of Public Water Supplies and
35 1. Adm. Code Part 620 Class [ Groundwater Standards for potable water supplies.

Sampling requirements vary from site to site, however, a protocol that has worked well for
remediation systems is to require more frequent initial monitoring. Once consistency is
established, the frequency of sampling may be reduced. One method frequently used is to
require weekly sampling during the first two months of operation, twice a month sampling
during the next two months and finally monthly sampling thereafter. A shutdown of the system
would require a return to weekly sampling for a period of time, before returning to the previous
sampling frequency. Situations may call for a variance in the frequency of sampling, requiring
more sampling following a period of shutdown. The additional sampling will allow for
adjustments to be made in the establishment of system equilibrium.

Discharge Limits are based upon the most up-to-date information gathered for the parameters of

concern. Table 34 includes both aquatic toxicity and human-health-based criteria. In most cases,
the AATC (acute criteria) is used as the daily maximum quality-based limit. In some rare cases,
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a human-health-based limit may be used as the monthly average hmit, depending on the potential
for longer-term exposure. Discharge would be to a storm ditch, which would most likely be a
zero low flow stream and therefore, water quality criteria would apply at the end of the pipe and
would be the permit limits.

Table 34. Discharge Limits

Parameter Acute Criteria Chronic Criteria Human Health
| 1,1 dichloroethylene 3000 ug/] 240 ug/] ’ 0.95 ug/l
1,2-dichloroethylene 14 mg/1 1.1 mg/ -
ethyl benzene 210 ug/l 17 ug/l 9.3 mg/l
tetrachloroethylene 1.2 mg/l 0.15 mg/l 2.8 ug/l
toluene 2000 ug/l 230 ug/l 62 mg/l
1,1,1-t..chloroethane 4900 ug/1 390 ug/l -
1,1,2-trichloroethanc 19 mg/l 4.4 mg/l 12 ug/l
trichloroethylene 12 mg/! 0.94 mg/l 25 ug/l
xylenes 0.92 mg/l 0.073 mg/I 62 mg/l

Note: Technology based (BAT) limits are normalily used for Benzene (0.05 mg/l} and Total BTEX (benzene,
ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes) (0.75 mg/1).
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Table 35
Summary of ARARS _
Southeast Rockford SCOU Focused Feasibility Study

Parameter/
Act/Regulation | Federal or State | Type of ARAR Program Description Prebably Will Not Apply
i dction Specific
lAir Pollution S A ction Air emission Permit required
IEmission Control for all emissions.
Regs. (63) Requires control
f off-gas if
mission > 8 lbs/hr
AIr - Pollution S IAction Air emission [No person shall
Control Board (64) cause or threaten
or allow the
discharge or
emission of any
contaminant
AIr - Pollution S Action IAir emission Regulates
Control Board (65) particulate matter
emissions
ICWA(50) F/S IAction INPDES Discharge permit
required (to Rock
River)
ICWA/RCRA (49-51) F/S Action POTW Regulates discharge X
to POTW
ICWA(49) F lAction NPDES POTW pre-treatment
standards relating to
Superfund site
leachate
CWA(S6) F Action INPDES Establishes Water
IQuality Based
Effluent Limitations
ICWA(50) F Action National pre- Discharge to POTW
treatment standards [restrictions
ICWA(SH F/S Action National pre- National pre-
treatment standards [treatment program
requirements for
POTWs
CAA(34) F Action Air quality Scts max. primary
Iand secondary 24-
hour particulate
lconcentrations
ICWA(52) F/S Action INPDES Permit must include
proposed action and
list all other permits
CWA(53) F/S Action INPDES Establish standards,
limitations and other
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Table 35 Continued
Summary of ARARS
Southeast Rockford SCOU Focused Feasibility Study

CWA(S54)

F

Action

PDES

BAT for toxic and
non-conventional
hwastewater or BCT
for conventional

ICWA(G])

Action

Env. sampling

Requires adherence
to sample
prescrvation,
container type, and”
holding times

CWA(56)

F/S

Action

INPDES

nd standards:
permit requirements
for discharge to
torm sewer

Efﬂucn! limitations

CWA(57)

F/S

IAction

INPDES

Establish discharge
limits for toxins
lexceeding
BAT/BCT standards

ICWA(60)

F/S

IAction

[Surface water

States granted
enforcement
jurisdiction over
discharges to surface
waters

ICWA(58)

F/S

Action

INPDES

Requires monitoring
to ensure
compliance

DOT(36)

Action

Haz. mat.
transportation

Procedures for
packaging, labeling
and trancportation of]
lhazardous materials

Fish and Wildlife
)Coordination Act(62)

IAction

[Surface Water

lAny fed. agency
Imust consult U .S.
Fish and Wildlifc if
LI surface water body
is modified

Noise Control Act(37)

JAction

IConstruction noise
lemission standards

Sets standards for
iconstruction noise
lemissions

Protection of
IArcheological
Resources(38)

IAction

Archeological
resource protection

Procedures for
brchcologlcal
resource protection

RCRA

F/S

Action

UIC

Regulates injection
of groundwater

RCRA(48)

F/S

[Action

T & D standards

Interim storage or
treatment of haz.
waste in
icontainment
buildings
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Table 35 Continued
Summary of ARARS

Southeast Rockford SCOU Focused Feasibility Study

RCRA(47)

F/S

Action

T & D standards -
haz waste storage

Stundards for haz.
[waste storage in
lcantainers, surface
impoundments and
landfilts

RCRA(46)

F/S

Action

T & D standards

Requirements for
closure and post-
closure of haz. waste
facilities

RCRA(45)

F/S

Action

[T & D standards -
roundwater

Requirements for
lzroundwater
monitoring program

RCRA(44)

F/S

Action

IT & D standards

Sets standards for T
& D facility storage
land treatment,
kesign, emergency
land preparedness
plans

RCRA(43)

F/S

JAction

UST regs.

Sets requirements
for UST closure

RCRA(42)

F/S

JAction

RCRA land disposal
restriction

Defines haz. waste
klebris and applies to
wastes disposed off-
Isite

RCRA(41}

k'S

Action

T & D standards

Scts requircments
for haz. waste man.
unit closure

RCRA{4M

F/S

Action

Haz. waste transport
land disposal

KT & D)

Sets standards for
has. waste
izencrators and
ltransporters

RCRA(39)

IAction

Land disposal of
solid waste

Solid, nonhaz.
remediation derived
hwaste disposal
procedures

UIC Regulations (72-
74)

IAction

UiC

Permit and controls
required

1llinois Groundwater
Protection Act (79)

Action/

[Chemical

iGroundwater Esmblishcs

groundwater
anagement zones

RCRA (69)

FiS

Action’ Chemical

Spent Carbon

Manifest/Transport/
Regenerate Spent

Carbon

Chemical Specific

ICAA(D)

IChemical

I emission

Sets regs. On

national primary and

sccondary air quality
tandards
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Table 35 Continued

Summary of ARARS
Southeast Rockford SCOU Focused Feasibility Study
WA(2) F/S IChemical Water quality Establishes water
quality standards
Air - Pollution Control S IChemical JAir permits and Lists provisions for
Board(8) provisions new sources
requiring permits
Air - Pollution Control S IChemical IAir permits and Defines emission
Board(9) provisions sources and sets
himitations
Air - Pollution Control N IChemical Air permits and ets air quality
Board(10) provisions Lstandards and
measurement

methods for lead,
ICO, nitrogen and
Eulfur oxides

Air - Pollution Control S Chemical JAir permits and iSets provisions and
Board(11) [general provisions  [procedures for id.
nd evaluating toxic
Ir contaminants

lAir - Pollution Control S Chemical [Air emissions [VOM emissions
Board (12) limited to <20 ppm
A ir - Pollution Control S Chemical Air emissions O emissions from
Board (13) incinerators limited
to <500 ppm
ICAA (1) F Chemical VC VC emissions
limited to <10 ppm
Public Water Supplies S IChemical Primary Drinking  [MCLs, primary
Poll. Control Board(20) [Water Standards drinking water

Lstandards. analytical
requirements

Public Water Supplies S IChemical Ilinois Groundwater|lltinois groundwater

Poll. Control Board(19) Quality iquality standards,
iclass designations

SDWA (3) F IChemical MCLs Sets MCLs for
public drinking
water

RCRA(S) F/S KChemical ISolid Waste Sets criteria for
identifying haz.
waste

RCRA(4) F/S Chemical Solid waste ISets treatment

standards for waste
extract incl.
hazardous waste

RCRA(0) F/S Cherical Solid Waste Identifies charac. of
haz. waste
RCRA(7) FIS Chemical Solid Waste List of haz. waste

from sources
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Table 35 Continued

Summary of ARARS
Southeast Rockford SCOU Focused Feasibility Study

Coordination Act(23)

modification

Waste Disposal - S hemical ISolid waste and Solid waste
Pollution Control special waste permitting, san.
Board(76}) hauling landfiil closure and
post-closure, and
[waste classification
Waste Disposal - S iChemical Hazardous waste Describes haz. waste
Poltution Control landfill disposal restrictions on
Board(16) halogenated solvents
nd ligud wastes
Waste Disposal - S Chemical Hazardous waste Solid waste
Pollution Control lists and criteria permitting, sanitary
Board(17) landfills, closure &
jpost closure care,
nd special waste
lassifications
'Waste Disposal - S Chemical Hazardous waste Identifying and
Polfution Control lists and criteria fisting hazardous
Board(14) waste (includes PCB
wastes under TSCA)
Waste Disposal - S iChemical Hazardous waste Deftnes landfill
Pollution Control landfill disposat waste disposal
Board(15) restrictions,
treatment standards
and prohibitions
Water - Pollution S Chemical Effluent Standards eneral and temp.
Control Board(19) effluent standards
incl. NPDES
Water - Pollution S IChemical Water Quality Water quahity
IControl Board(18) Standards criteria, public and
food processing
fwater supply
L ocation Specific
CWA(22) F Location/Action Wetland dredge and |Requires no wetland
fill pernuts alteration if practical
falternative available
IA1r - Poliution Control S Location A1r emissions Distinguishes air
Board(3() standards lemission standards
for Chicago and
Metro East Area
AT - Pollution Control S lL.ocation Construction Application for
Board(29) permitting construction and
operating permits
inciuding review
Fish and Wildlife F Location Water body Any federal agency

must consult U.S.
Fish and Wildlife
prior to water body
modification
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Table 35 Continued
Summary of ARARS
Southeast Rockford SCOU Focused Feasibility Study

Flood Control Act(27) F l.ocation Flood plain Req. approval for
construction any construction in
floodway outside
Superfund boundary
NEPA(25) F l.ocation Floodplain Req. fed. agencies to
Management mitigate flooding
and preserve flood
plains
INEPA(24) F Location Protection of Eequnres federal
[Wetlands gencies to minimizg
degradation and
preserve wetlands
RCRA(27) F/S Location 100 year floodplain [Controls type of
: construction in 100
year floodplain
Waste Disposal - S Location RCRA permit RCRA permit
Pollution Control tpplication rules,
Board(31) pplicabihity and
information
Water - Pollution S Location INPDES and water |[Includes NPDES
Control Board(33) related permitting  [permit provisions
nd other water
related permitting
Water - Pollution S Location [Water use and site  |Establishes site
IControl Board(32) Fpeciﬁc standards  [specific water
lquality standards in
1linois
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COST EFFECTIVENESS

The types of costs that will be assessed include the following:

e Capital costs, including both direct and indirect costs;

e Annual operation and maintenance costs (O&M);

e Cost of periodic replacement of system components; and

e Net present value of capital and O&M costs based on a 30-year period.

Capital costs consist of direct (construction) and indirect (non-construction and overhead) costs.
Direct costs include expenditures for the equipment, labor, and materials necessary to install
remedial actions. Indirect costs inclnde expenditures for engineering, financial and other
services that are not part of actual installation activities, but are required to complete the
installation of remedial alternatives. A bid contingency of 10 to 15 percent, a scope contingency
based on the level of difficulty to implement the alternative and costs for engineering design and
implementation of the alternative were included as indirect costs.

Annual operation and maintenance costs are post-construction costs necessary to ensure the
continued effectiveness of a remedial action. Periodic replacement costs are necessary when the
anticipated duration of the remediation exceeds the design life of the system component.

A present worth analysis is used to evaluate expenditures that occur over different time periods,
by discounting all future costs to a common base year, usually the current year. A discount rate
of seven percent was used for the present worth analysis. This allows the cost of remedial action
alternatives to be compared on the basis of a single figure representing the amount of money that,
if invested in the base year and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to cover all costs
associated with the remedial action over its planned life. The total present worth costs presented
in this section were estimated as accurately as possible, but were prepared for comparative
purposes only. The actual costs for each alternative may change upon detailed design and
implementation, but the overall cost difference of one alternative relative to another should not
vary significantly.

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

Federal

(1) Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401 et seq.), National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air
Quality Standards (40 CFR 50), U.S. EPA regulations on National Primary and
Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards.

(2) Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), Water Quality Standards (40 CFR 131),
U.S. EPA regulations on establishing water quality standards.

(3) Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 300f et seq.), Maximum Contaminant Levels (40
CFR 141.11 - 141.16), sets standards for contaminants in public drinking water supplies.
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(4

(5)

(6)

(7)

State
(8)

%)

(10)

(n

(12)

(13)

(14)

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 06901 et seq.), Land Disposal
Restrictions (40 CFR 268) Subpart D, Treatment Standards, sets the treatment standards
for waste extract, specified technology and hazardous waste debrts.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 261) Subpart B, Critena for Identifying the Characteristics of
Hazardous Waste and for Listing Hazardous Waste, sets criteria for identifying a
hazardous waste.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 261) Subpart C, Characteristics of Hazardous Waste,
identifies the characteristics of a hazardous waste.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 261) Subpart D, List of Hazardous Waste, list of hazardous
waste from sources.

Air — Illinois Environmental Protection: Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter A, Part 201: Permits and General Provisions,
lists general provisions for new sources requiring permitting. Exemptions from permit
requirement are also given.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter C Emission Standards and Limitations for
Stationary Sources, Part 211: Definitions and General Provisions, defines emission
sources and related items; Part 212 Visible and Particulate Matter Emissions sets
emission limitations for particulate matter for a variety of operations, i.e., incinerators or
waste storage piles. Also see Parts 214-219, which gives information regarding specific
types of emissions per operation €.g., sulfur, organic material, carbon monoxide and
nitrogen oxide emissions.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter L, Part 243: Air Quality Standards, sets air
quality standards and measurement methods for PM-10, particulates, sulfur oxides,
carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, ozone and lead.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter F, Part 232: Toxic Air Contaminants, sets
provisions and procedures for identifying and evaluating toxic air contaminants;
exceptions are also given here.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B -- Air Pollution, Part 215: Organic Material Emissions
Standards and Limitations, sets emission standards for volatile organic material for a
variety of operations.

Air - lllinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B — Air Pollution, Part 216: Carbon Monoxide Emissions, sets
emission standards for carbon monoxide for a variety of operations.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21).
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Part 721: Identification of Listing of Hazardous Waste, includes
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(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

PCB wastes regulated under TSCA, universal wastes, criteria for identifying and listing
hazardous waste, and lists of hazardous waste.

Waste Disposal - [ilinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Part 728: Land Disposal Restrictions, defines land disposal
restrictions for wastes, waste specific prohibitions, treatment standards, and prohibitions
on storage.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Part 729: Prohibited Hazardous Wastes in Land Disposal Units,
describes general hazardous waste restrictions and restrictions on halogenated solvents
and liquid hazardous wastes in landfills.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter I: Solid Waste and Special
Waste Hauling, Part 807 includes information on solid waste permitting, sanitary landfills
and closure and post-closure care; Part 808 includes information on special waste
classifications.

Water - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 12 (415 ILCS 5/12), Pollution
Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle C - Part 302: Water Quality Standards, provisions and
water quality standards for general use, public and food processing water supply,
secondary contact and indigenous aquatic life and Lake Michigan. Procedures for
determining Water Quality Criteria are also in this Part.

Water - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 12 (415 ILCS 5/12), Pollution
Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle C - Part 304: Effluent Standards, general and temporary
effluent standards including NPDES effluent standards.

Public Water Supplies - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 14 (415 ILCS
5/14), Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle F - Part 611: Primary Drinking Water
Standards, includes provisions of the primary drinking water standards as well as
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs)/goals, and analytical requirements.

Public Water Supplies - Hlinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 14 (415 ILCS
5/14), Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle F - Part 620: Groundwater Quality,
includes Illinois groundwater quality standards as well as definition of groundwater class

designations.

Location-Specific Requirements

Federal

(22)

(23)

(24)

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), Permits for Dredge or Fill Material
(Section 404), requires that no activity that adversely affects a wetlands shall be permitted
if a practicable alternative that has less effect is available.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 601 et seq.), requires that any federal
agency that proposes to modify a body of water must consult U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Services.

National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321) Executive Order 11990,
Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to minimize the destruction, loss, or
degradation of Wetlands and preserve.
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(25)

(26)

State
(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31

(32)

(33)

National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321) Executive Order 11988,
Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize impact of floods, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial value of
flood plains.

National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321) Statement of Procedures on
Floodplain Management and Wetland Protection (40 CFR 6) Appendix A to Part 6,
promulgates Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 regarding wetlands and flood plains.

Flood Control Act (ILCS 14-28-1), requires formal approval for any construction,
excavation or filling in the floodway outside of the Superfund boundary.

Water Resources Management Act (ILCS-14-25-7), requires registration of any
significant water withdrawal facility with the Department of Natural Resources. A
significant water withdrawal facility is defined as any water withdrawal facility that, in
the aggregate from all sources and by all methods, has the capacity to withdraw more
than 100,000 gallons of groundwater or surface water or a combination of the two in one
day. This would also include any potable pumps employed by the facility.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter A, Part 201, Subpart D: Permit Application and
Review Process, describes contents of the application for construction and operating
permits and the review process.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter C Emission Standards and Limitations for
Stationary Sources, Part 218: Organic Material Emission Standards and Limitations for
the Chicago Area; Part 219: Organic Material Emission Standards for the Metro East
Area, distinguishes emission standards for the Chicago Area and the Metro East Area -
see detailed regulation for applicability to the S.E. Rockford site.

Waste Disposal - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter B: Permits, Part 703: RCRA
Permit Program, rules on application for and issuance of RCRA permits; applicability and
information requirements.

Water - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 12 (415 ILCS 5/12), Pollution
Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle C - Part 303: Water Use Designations and Site Specific
Water Quality Standards, provisions and site specific water quality standards for water
bodies throughout Illinois.

Water - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 12 (415 ILCS 5/12), Pollution
Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle C - Part 309: Permits, Subpart A includes provisions
for NPDES permits and Subpart B includes provisions for all other water related
permitting.

ACTION-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

Federal

(34)

Clean Air Act, (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401 et seq.), National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air
Quality Standards (40 CFR Part 50), specifies maximum primary and secondary 24-hour
concentrations for particulate matter.
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(35)

(36)

(37)

(38)

(39

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), Permits for Dredge or Fill Matenal
(Scction 404), provides requirements for discharges of dredged or fill material. Under
this requirement, no activity that affects a wetland shall be permitted if a practicable
alternative that has less impact on the wetland is available. If there is no other practicable
alternative impacts must be mitigated. A Section 401 water quality certification may be
required from Illinois EPA if wetlands or other waters of the state are impacted.
Department of Transportation Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Matenals, (49 CFR
Parts 107, 171.1 - 171.5), outlines procedures for the packaging, labeling, and
transporting of hazardous matenials.

Noise Control Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 4901 et seq.); Noise Pollution and
Abatement Act (40 U.S.C. §§ 7641 et seq.), Noise Emission Standards for Construction
Equipment (40 CFR 204), the public must be protected from noise that jeopardizes health
and welfare.

Protection of Archeological Resources (32 CFR Part 229, 229.4; 43 CFR Parts 107, 171.1
- 171.5), develops procedures for the protection of archeological resources.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Guideline for the
Land Disposal of Solid Wastes (40 CFR 241), Part B - Requirements and Recommended
Procedures, solid, nonhazardous wastes generated as a result of remediation must be
managed in accordance with federal and state regulations; this is applicable to waste
generated by the remedial action.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Standards for
Hazardous Waste Generators (40 CFR 262) and Standards for Hazardous Waste
Transporters (40 CFR 263); general requirements for packaging, labeling, marking, and
manifesting hazardous wastes for temporary storage and transportation offsite. Any
residues determined to be RCRA hazardous waste destined for offsite disposal are subject
to manifest requirements. Remedial actions involving offsite disposal of RCRA listed
wastes will be subject to this requirement.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Interim Status
Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage and Disposal
Facilities (40 CFR 265), Storage, and Disposal General Facility Standards, Subpart G,
Closure and Post-closure, sets general requirements for closure of intenim status
hazardous waste management units.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Land Disposal
Restriction-RCRA (40 CFR 268), RCRA Land Disposal Restriction, defines hazardous
waste debris. This requirement is applicable to those RCRA hazardous wastes that will
be disposed offsite.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Technical Standards
and Corrective Action Requirements for Owners and Operators of Underground Storage
Tanks (40 CFR 280), Subpart G, Out-of-Service UST Systems and Closure, sets
requirements for temporary and permanent UST closure, and assessing the site closure.
Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage, and Disposal Facilities (40 CFR
264), Subpart B, General Facility Standards; Subpart C, Preparedness and Prevention;
Subpart D, Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures; Subpart E, Manifest System,
Record Keeping and Reporting, establishes general requirements for storage and
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(45)

(46)

(47)

(48)

treatment facility location, design and inspection, waste compatibility determination,
emergency contingency plans, preparedness plans, and worker training.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (40 CFR
264) Subpart F, Releases from Solid Waste Management Units, details requirements for a
groundwater monitoring program to be installed at the site.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 ct seq.), Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (40 CFR
264) Subpart G, Closure and Post-Closure, defines specific requirements for closure and
post-closure of hazardous waste facilities.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (40 CFR
264), Subpart I, Use and Management of Containers; Subpart J, Tank Systems; Subpart
K, Surface Impoundments; Subpart L, Waste Piles; and Subpart N, Landfills. Containers,
srface impoundments, and landfills used to store hazardous waste must be closed and in
good condition. Tank systems must be adequately designed and have sufficient structural
strength and compatibility with the wastes to be stored or treated to ensure that it will not
collapse, rupture, or fail, including secondary containment. Waste piles must be designed
to prevent migration of wastes out of the pile into adjacent subsurface soil or groundwater
or surface water at any time during its active life. Disposal of special wastes in landfills
must be done in accordance with requirements.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.), Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (40 CFR
264), Subpart DD, Containment Building. Hazardous waste and debris may be placed in
units known as containment buildings for the purpose of intenim storage or treatment.

The following is a list of potential ARARs for Superfund sites that discharge treated groundwater
to Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW):

(49)

(50)

(51

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit Regulations [40 CFR 122.42(b)], requires notification of issuing
authority of re-evaluation of POTW pretreatment standards. In the event that the POTW
does not have a local limitation for a particular pollutant found in the leachate from a
Superfund site, it must re-evaluate its local limitations, and develop a limitation if
necessary to protect the POTW from interference, pass-through, or contamination of the
sewage sludge.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), National Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR
403.5), discharge to a POTW must not interfere, pass through untreated into the receiving
waters, or contaminate sludge.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), National Pretreatment Program
Requirements for POTWs (40 CFR 403.8(f)).

The following is a list of potential ARARs for Superfund sites that discharge treated groundwater
to surface water bodies: '
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(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

State
(63)

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR
122.21), permit application must include a detailed description of the proposed action
including a listing of all required environmental permits.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR
122.44), establishes limitations, standards and other NPDES permit conditions, including
federally approved State water quality standards.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR
122.44(a)), Best Available Technology (BAT) for toxic and non-conventional wastewater
or Best Conventional Technology (BCT) for conventional pollutants.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR
122.44(b)), effluent limitations and standards requirements under Section 301, 302, 303,
307, 318 and 405 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations, Water Quality
Standards and State Requirements (40 CFR 122.44(d)), Water Quality Based Effluent
Limitations (WQBELSs), any requirements in addition to or more stringent than
promulgated effluent limitations and guidelines or standards under Section 301, 304, 306,
307, 318 and 405 of the CWA.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations, Technology
Based Controls for Toxic Pollutants (40 CFR 122.44(e)), discharge limits established
under paragraphs (a), (b), or (d) of 40 CFR 122.44 must be established for toxins to be
discharged at concentrations exceeding levels achievable by the technology-based
(BAT/BCT) standards.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR
122.44(1)), requires monitoring of discharges to ensure compliance.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR
125.100), the site operator must include a detailed description of the proposed action
including a listing of all required environmental permits.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), (40 CFR Part 131), states are granted
enforcement jurisdiction over direct discharges and may adopt reasonable standards to
protect or enhance the uses and qualities of state surface water bodies.

Clean Water Act, (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq.), (40 CFR 136.1 - 136.4), requires adherence
to sample preservation procedures including container materials and sample holding
times.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, (16 U.S.C. §§ 661 et seq.), requires that any federal
agency that proposes to modify a body of water must consult the U.S. Fish and Wildhfe

Services.

Air - lllinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B - Subchapter C Emission Standards and Limitations for
Stationary Sources, Part 211: Definitions and General Provisions (defines emission
sources and related items); Part 112 Visible and Particulate Matter Emissions, sets
emission limitations for particulate matter for a variety of operations, i.e., incinerators or
waste storage piles. Also see Parts 214-219 that gives information regarding specific
types of emissions per operation (e.g., sulfur, organic matenal, carbon monoxide and
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(64)

(05,

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)

(70)

(71)

(72)

(73)

nitrogen oxide emissions). These regulations may apply to some of the presumptive
remedies in which emissions will be a factor, e.g., incineration.

Air - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 55), Subtitle B — Permits of Air Pollution, Part 201: Prohibition of Air
Pollution, no person shall cause or threaten or allow the discharge or emission of any
contaminant into the environment.

Air - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 9 (415 ILCS 5/9), Pollution Control
Board (Title 35), Subtitle B — Air Pollution, Part 212; Visual and Particulate Matter
Emission, emission standards for incinerators.

Waste Disposal - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter B: Permits, Part 703: RCRA
Permit Program, rules on application for and issuance of RCRA permits; applicability and
information requirements.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Parts 722 and 723, includes standards applicable to generators
and transporters of hazardous waste, respectively.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Parts 724 and 725, includes standards applicable to owners and
operators of hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities (Part 735 1s for
Interim Status) - corresponds to 40 CFR Parts 264 and 265.

Waste Disposal - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Part 726, includes standards for the management of specific
hazardous waste and specific types of hazardous waste management facilities; often
applies to hazardous waste being used in such a way as to constitute disposal.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Part 728: Land Disposal Restrictions, defines iand disposal
restrictions for wastes, waste specific prohibitions, treatment standards, and prohibitions
on storage.

Waste Disposal - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter C: Hazardous Waste
Operating Requirements, Part 729: Prohibited Hazardous Wastes in Land Disposal Units,
describes general hazardous waste restrictions and restrictions on halogenated solvents
and liquid hazardous wastes in landfills.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter D: Underground Injection
Control and Underground Tank Storage Program, Part 731: Underground Storage Tanks,
regulations regarding USTs.

Waste Disposal - I1llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter D: Underground I[njection
Control and Underground Tank Storage Program, Part 740: Site Remediation Program,
procedures established for investigation and remediation at sites where there is a release,
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(74)

(75)

(76)

(77)

(78)

(79)

or suspected release of hazardous substances, pesticides, or petroleum for review and
approval of these activities.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter D: Underground Injection
Control and Underground Tank Storage Program, Part 742: Tiered Approach to
Coirective Action Objectives, procedures for evaluating the risk to human health posed
by environmental conditions and develop remediation objectives that achieve acceptable
risk level. Also, to provide for adequate protection of human health and the environment
based on risks to human health posed by environmental conditions while incorporating
site related information.

Waste Disposal - lllinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter H: Illinois “Superfund”
Program, Part 750: [llinois Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, regulation
which is applicable whenever there is a release or a threat of a release at a site; this part
assigns responsibility, organization and guidel:nes for phased hazardous substance
response including development of remedial alternatives and engineering methods for on-
site actions and remedying releases.

Waste Disposal - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 21 (415 ILCS 5/21),
Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle G - Subchapter I: Solid Waste and Special
Waste Hauling, Part 807 includes information on solid waste permitting, sanitary landfills
and closure and post-closure care; Part 808 includes information on special waste
classifications.

Water - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 12 (415 ILCS 5/12), Pollution
Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle C - Part 304: Effluent Standards, general and temporary
effluent standards including NPDES effluent standards.

Water - [llinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 12 (415 ILCS 5/12), Pollution
Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle C - Part 309: Permits, Subpart A includes provisions
for NPDES permits and Subpart B includes provisions for all other water related
permitting.

Public Water Supplies - Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Section 14 (415 ILCS
5/14), Pollution Control Board (Title 35), Subtitle F - Part 620: Groundwater Quality,
prescribes various aspects of groundwater quality including methods of classification of
groundwater, non-degradation provisions, standards for quality of groundwater and
various procedures and protocols for the management and protection of groundwater.

Other Requirements to be Considered (TBCs)

Federal

(80)

(81)

Geological Survey Professional Paper 579-0, Elemental Composition of Surficial
Materials in the Conterminous United States, 1971. Schacklette, H.T., J.C. Hamilton,
J.G. Boerrgen and J.M. Bowles, provides background levels of metal in soils for the

United States.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards (29 CFR Part 1910;
1910.1000), Subpart Z, Toxic and Hazardous Substances, sets worker exposure limits to
toxic and hazardous substances and prescribes the methods for determination of

concentrations.
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(82)

(83)

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)

(88)

(89)

(90)

(91)

(92)

(93)

(94)

(95)

(96)

Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards (29 CFR Part 1910; 1910.95),
Subpart G, Occupational Noise Exposure, sets limits of worker exposure to noise during
the performance of their duties.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards (29 CFR Part 1910; 1910.120),
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response, sets the standards for workers
conducting hazardous waste operations and emergency response.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards (29 CFR Part 1926), specifies
the type of safety equipment and procedures to be followed during site remediation.
Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards Record keeping, Reporting and
Related Regulations (29 CFR Part 1904), establishes Record keeping and reporting
requirements for an employer under OSHA.

OSWER Directive 9355.0-48FS - Presumptive Remedies: Site Characterization and
Technology Selection for CERCLA Sites with Volatile Organic Compounds in Soil,
September 1993, addresses the vadose zone only.

OSWER Directive 9355.3-01, October 1988 Interim Final - Guidance for Conducting
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA Development and
Screening of Remedial Alternatives, development of the FS Work Plan.

OSWER Directive 9355.4-01-Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with
PCB Contamination, sets soil PCB clean-up levels and management controls for PCB
concentrations at Superfund sites.

OSWER Directive 9355.4-12 - Revised Interim Soil Lead Guidance for CERCLA Sites
and RCRA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities, sets soil lead clean-up levels for
Superfund sites.

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 300f et seq.), Subpart F, Maximum Containment
Level Goals (40 CFR 141.50 - 141. 51), establishes enforceable clean-up goals for
drinking water based on technology and health risk.

Threshold Limit Values, consensus standards for controlling air quality in work place
environments; used to assess site inhalation risks for soil removal operations.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, RCRA Guidance Manual for Subpart G Closure
and Post-Closure Standards and Subpart H Cost Estimating Requirements, January 1987.
Provides guidance on closure and post-closure standards and cost estimating requirements
for hazardous waste management units.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Disposal of Polychlorinated Biphenyls, Proposed
Rule, December 6, 1994. Provides for disposal of non-liquid PCB remediation waste
generated by clean-up process of their existing concentration; provides for a risk-based
remediation option for PCB remediation waste.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Soil Screening Guidance, December 1994.
Provides generic risk-based soil screening values for Superfund sites.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region I, Risk - Based Concentration Table,
Smith R., 1995. Provides risk-based screening values for groundwater and soil
concentrations.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), 1995
- 1996. Provides reference doses and cancer potency slopes for calculating the hazard
index or incremental cancer risk for specific site contaminants.
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(97)

(98)

(99)

(100)

(101)

(102)

(103)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Interim Policy for Planning and Implementing
CERCLA Off-Site Response Actions, November 5, 1995. Specifies appropriate method
of off-site treatment on disposed of waste from a Superfund site.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Summary Quality Criteria for Water, Office of
Science and Technology, 1992. Provides ambient water quality criteria.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Quality Criteria for Water, Office of Water
Regulation and Standards, U.S. EPA 440/5-86-001, 1986. Provides ambient water quality
criteria.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ambient Water Quality Criteria for
Polychlorinated Biphenyls, U.S. EPA 440/5-80-068, 1980. Provides ambient water
quality critena for PCBs.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund:
Environmental Evaluation Manual, Volume II, Final Report, EPA/540/1-89/002, 1989.
Provides guidance for conducting ecological risk assessments.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund.
Volume I. Human Health Evaluation Manual Supplemental Guidance. Standard Default
Exposure Factors, Interim Final, March, 1991. OSWER Directive #9285.6-03, 1991.
Provides exposure factors for estimating hazard or risk in human health risk assessments.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund.
Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual, Part A, December, 1989. U.S. EPA 540/1-
89/002. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response. Provides guidance on preparing a
baseline human health risk assessment using the four steps, data evaluation, exposure
assessment, toxicity assessment, risk characterization.
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Responsiveness Summary

Public Comment
on the Source Control Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan

Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination Superfund Project
May 2002

Sideiiadadi

In accordance with Section 117, 42 U.S.C. Section 9617, of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency (Illinois EPA or Agency) and the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) held a public comment period from June 11, 2001 through August 20, 2001
to allow interested parties to comment on the Southeast Rockford Source Control Operable Unit
Focused Feasibility Study (hereafter referred to as the Source Control Feasibility Study) and the
Proposed Plan (for the) Source Control Response Action (hereafter referred to as the Source
Control Proposed Plan) for the source control operable unit of the Southeast Rockford
Groundwater Contamination Superfund site in Rockford, Illinois.

The Illinois EPA presented the Source Control Feasibility Study and the Source Control
Proposed Plan at six informational meetings (two per day) on June 26, June 27 and June 28,
2001, and at a formal hearing held in two sessions on July 19, 2001. The informational meetings
were held at the Villa di Roma restaurant at 11™ and Harrison Streets in Rockford, and the public
hearing was held at the Brooke Road United Methodist Church at 1404 Brooke Road in
Rockford.

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is to document the Illinois EPA’s responses to
comments received during the public comment period. These comments were considered prior
to selection of a final remedy for the control of the four major sources of contamination at the
Southeast Rockford Superfund site. The remedy is detailed in Illinois EPA’s Record of Decision
with which the U.S. EPA concurs.

Background. Illinois EPA has been responsible for conducting community relations during the
investigation for the Drinking Water Operable Unit (Operable Unit 1), Phase I and Phase II of
the Groundwater Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (Operable Unit 2) and the Source
Control Remedial Investigation and Focused Feasibility Study (Operable Unit 3).



The site first came to the attention of the lllinois EPA with a citizen’s complaint that plating
waste had been dumped in an abandoned well. Subsequent tests of nearby private wells did not
detect plating wastes but did find chlorinated solvents commonly used in industry for such things
as degreasing machinery. The solvents are in a group of chemicals called volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). They are called “volatile” because they evaporate readily and *‘organic”
because they contain carbon. A meeting held in 1984 by the Illinois Department of Public
Health (IDPH) and the Illinois EPA drew a crowd of approximately 200. Ongoing concern,
however, did not appear to surface until the site was placed on the National Priorities List in
1989 and financial institutions began refusing home mortgage and improvement loans in the

arca.

Emergency Response Action. In 1989, the U.S. EPA began an emergency response action by
giving eligible residents and businesses bottled water. Later U.S. EPA gave these parties point-
of-use filters and subsequently connected them to the Rockford Public Water Supply. In October
1989, the Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA held 10 informational meetings to explain this action to
residents and inform them of next steps.

Drinking Water Operable Unit. The purpose of the first operable unit was to identify all
residences with private wells that had water violating the U.S. EPA drinking water standards. In
1991, the Illinois EPA held a public comment period and public hearing to receive comments on
the feasibility study and proposed plan for the drinking water remedy. During this operable unit,
many citizens resisted the idea of connections to the public water supply, because, in order to
receive the public water connection, they had to sign an agreement to be annexed into the City of
Rockford if their property became contiguous to city property. That issue is no longer a major
concern, because nearly all of the area has now been annexed by the City of Rockford.

The Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA signed a Record of Decision for the first operable unit in June
1991 providing public water connections to eligible residents and businesses with private well
water that violated U.S. EPA drinking water standards. The Record of Decision also provided
granular activated carbon treatment for Municipal Well #35.

Groundwater Operable Unit. In 1995, the Illinois EPA held a public comment period and
public hearing on the feasibility study and proposed plan for the groundwater remedy. The
public hearing was preceded by a series of informational meetings. The proposed plan for the
groundwater included public water connections to all those with private wells that were projected
to be affected by the project's contaminated groundwater plume in 70 years, continued treatment
of Municipal Well #35, and ongoing monitoring and additional public water connections if
necessary. Natural attenuation was designated as the remedy for the site-wide groundwater. The
plan was contingent upon control of the four major source areas. The plan was accepted and the
Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA signed a Record of Decision for the groundwater in September 1995.

The City of Rockford has entered into two consent decrees with the State of Illinois and the
United States of America regarding the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination
Superfund Site. The original consent decree was entered in federal court in April 1998. That
consent decree required the City of Rockford to perform the remedial work required by the
September 1995 Groundwater Record of Decision.



An amended consent decree was entered in federal court on January 13, 1999, and it included
provisions for reimbursement of past costs as well as a $5 million cash-out for Area 7. The City
of Rockford entered into these consent decrees in an effort to forestall what they saw as an area-
wide threat of potential lawsuits regarding hability, which the City feared would dampen the
economic climate in Rockford. Industries, which contributed to the costs the City of Rockford
incurred, were given certain releases of liability by the State of Illinois and the federal
government. No releases were given to parties for sources of contamination on their property.

The City of Rockford has constructed the public water supply connections and is conducting
ongoing groundwater monitoring and treatment of Municipal Well #35 in accordance with the
consent decrees.

Source Control Operable Unit. In June 2001, the Illinois EPA began the community relations
effort described in the “Overview” section above. The key issues raised during this comment
period arc summarized below, followed by a more dctailed summary list of comments with the
[llinois EPA and U.S. EPA response to each of the comments.

The main issues raised during the Source Control Operable Unit comment period are
summarized below.

Issue #1. The City of Rockford is concerned that the remedy may be used to resurrect the threat
of community-wide litigation.

Issue #2. The City of Rockford is concerned that the construction of a barrier wall in Area 9/10
will disrupt city transportation and utilities.

Issue #3. The Rockford Park District is concerned that structures needed for the remedy for Area
7 may become the target for vandalism.

Issue #4. The Rockford Park District is concerned that the presence of contaminants in Area 7
and the construction and operation of the remedy for Area 7 may interfere with the use of Ekberg
Park.

Issue #5. The residents living near Area 7 are concerned that the remedy not pose a health risk to
those using the park or living nearby.

Issue #6. The residents living near Area 7 are concerned that the above-ground-structure needed
for the remedy blend in with the neighborhood and not cause the area to be unfairly stigmatized
as an unsafe place to live.

Issue #7. There is concern and confusion about the term “‘leachate”.

Issue #8. The Winnebago County Health Department is concerned that there are still 10
properties in the 70 year projected plume area that are not connected to the Rockford Public




Water Supply, because the property owners refused the connection. The Health Department’s
concern is that renters and future owners of the 10 properties may not be aware of the possible
health hazard of drinking water from private wells on those properties.

[ssue #9. There are requests to receive “clean’ letters from property owners in Areas 9/10 and
11 who own buildings that do not appear to be primary sources of contamination.

Issue #10. Rockford Products is concerned that statements made in the Proposed Plan and fact
sheet unfairly imply that Rockford Products is a major source of contamination.

Issue #11. Rockford Products is concerned that the implementation of a remedy for Area 9/10
would deprive them of use of their property.

Issue #12. Hamilton Sundstrand is concerned that there has not been enough information
gathered to justify the remedy for Area 9/10.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND
“ " ILLINOIS EPA RESPONSES

General Questions and Comments

Question: What is the time line for the remediation?

Response: The design of the remedies, which includes precise engineering details, is scheduled
for the year 2002. The Illinois EPA hopes to begin actual construction of the remedies in 2003.
The time remediation will take varies for each area. The following is an estimate of the length of
time each remedy will take after construction is complete.

Area 4
Soil Remedy.....ccccoooviiiiiiiiiiii Approximately one month
Leachate Remedy ..........c.occcciiiiiiiiiiiie 35 to 45 years
Area 7
Sotl Remedy ... 15-25 years
Leachate Remedy...........occcconiiiniiiiiciici e 30-40 years
Area 9/10

Because of lack of data in Area 9/10, time frames for the Area 9/10 remedies
can only be described in relationship to all of the remedies studied for that
area. The alternative that is the chosen Area 9/10 soil remedy will take less
time than the other soil alternatives studied for Area 9/10. The chosen Area
9/10 leachate remedy will take less time than any of the other Area 9/10
leachate remedies studied with the exception of the reactive barrier wall.




Area 11

Soil Remedy .......covveemieeeiieeeiiiiieeecieeeee 2-5 years
Leachate Remedy......c.cccveveeeiiiiiinniiininiiccc No action

2. Question: Is there a trichloroethylene (TCE) registry for the area?

Respouse: Yes, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) has
established a nation-wide TCE registry. ATSDR is a federal agency, which is part of the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention. This registry collects health information on people
throughout the United States who have been exposed to TCE. For more information about the
registry, contact Dr. Ginger L. Gist of ATSDR at 1-888-422-8737.

3. Question: How deep is the contamination?

Response: Illinois EPA investigations have found contamination in groundwater outside the
four source areas to a depth of at least 100 feet below ground surface. The contamination in the
source areas is much shallower, the deepest around 35 to 40 feet.

4. Question: Since the contamination is so far beneath ground surface, what risk does it pose
to humans?

Response: The risks are the following:

e The groundwater in Winnebago County is a valuable resource. Reportedly 100% of
Winnebago County residents use groundwater as a drinking water source. The 1995
groundwater remedy-—natural attenuation—was designed to reclaim this resource in
southeast Rockford for future generations. Illinois EPA investigations indicate that some of
the contamination in each of the four areas may be free product (sometimes called non-
aqueous phase liquid or NAPL). Natural attenuation is a natural process where either
naturally occurring microbes in the soil break down the contaminants into harmless
components, or the contaminants become attached to soil particles preventing them from
moving into the groundwater. Free product is so concentrated that natural attenuation does
not occur, so the contaminants remain in the groundwater making this resource unusable for
future generations.

e The major sources of contamination must be controlled and the free product removed so
contamination does not move into new areas, contaminating the drinking water supply of
those who are still on private wells.

e People who are in the area of contaminated groundwater and refused to connect to the
Rockford Public Water Supply have the risk of drinking and bathing in contaminated water
from their private wells. Owners of 10 properties have refused to be connected to the
Rockford Public Water Supply.

e Some of the contamination is fairly close to the surface. In Area 4, Illinois EPA
investigations found very high levels four feet beneath ground surface. Digging into these
areas for foundations or for other reasons would expose workers, and possibly surrounding
neighborhoods, to a high level of contamination.



e Because the contaminants are volatile, meaning they evaporate or volatilize readily, there is a
possibility that vapors from the contaminants could move through the soil into basements of
nearby houses. The Illinois EPA and the Illinois Department of Public Health have tested
basements in houses nearest the two source areas in residential neighborhoods, Area 4 and
Area 7. These tests indicate that levels found so far are not at levels of concern. If the source
areas are not remedied, however, there will always be the possibility that contaminants could

move into nearby basements.

5. Question: If only 10 properties are not connected to the Rockford Public Water Supply,
would it not be cheaper to connect these 10 properties instead of trying to remedy the four source

areas?

Response: The people in the contaminated groundwater area who are not connected to the
Rockford Public Water Supply had free connections offered to them by the U. S. EPA, the
Illinois EPA, and/or the City of Rockford. They cannot be forced to connect. Also see response

to previous comment.

6. Comment: The Winnebago County Health Department asks that the Illinois EPA, the
Illinois Department of Public Health, the City of Rockford and the Winnebago County Health
Department determine the legal options available to protect people who rent homes located at the
10 properties whose owners refused to connect to the Rockford Public Water Supply. They also
ask that these same governmental bodies look at legal options to protect people who may
purchase these properties in the future.

Response: The Illinois EPA commits to work with the Winnebago County Health Department,
the Illinois Department of Public Health and the City of Rockford to determine the options
available to protect purchasers or renters of homes located at the 10 properties whose owners
refused to connect to the Rockford Public Water Supply under this project.

7. Comment: The City of Rockford supports addressing the four major source areas of
contamination. The City also wishes to express concemn that the treatment goals for the final
design of the facilities and the level of attenuation and standards for surface water and
atmosphere discharges be consistent with the long-term nature of the area-wide natural
attenuation remedy and the scale and magnitude of the problem in southeast Rockford.

Response: The [llinois EPA shares this concern. All actions taken to implement the remedies
for the four source areas must comply with all federal, state and local laws and regulations that
are applicable or appropriate and relevant. For example, all discharges to the air and all
discharges to surface water must be in full compliance with state and federal laws and
regulations. The treatment goals for groundwater are determined by state and federal
groundwater laws and regulations. The soil treatment goals have been established in compliance
with procedures developed to protect human health and the environment. In addition, the 1995
Groundwater Record of Decision also specifies that the sources of groundwater contamination be
controlled in order that the groundwater remedy of natural attenuation can meet the remediation
goals of drinking water standards by 2200.



8. Question: Have all of the contaminants been identified? [f so may [ have a list?

Response: The main contaminants are listed in the fact sheets. The complete list of
contaminants are listed in the remedial investigation reports which are located in the two local
repositories: (1) the Rock River Branch of the Rockford Public Library at 3128 South 1 1" Street
and (2) the Ken-Rock Community Center at 3218 South 1 1" Street.

9. Comment: Would it not be more practical and provide economies of scale in both
construction and operation of the remedies, to have the same remedies for all four source areas?

Response: Having the same remedies for all four source areas is impractical, because the four
source areas are considerably different from one another. For example, Area 7 consists of at
least four major spots with contamination by a wide range of chemicals at varying concentrations
in ill-defined locations. Area 4 consists mainly of 1,1,1-trichloroethane in one relatively small
and well-defined area.

Liability and the 1998 Consent Decree and
1999 Amended Consent Decree

10. Comment: The City of Rockford is concerned that the remedy may be used to resurrect the
threat of community-wide litigation. The concern is not with the treatment of soils that contain
contaminants that threaten to enter the groundwater. Neither is the concern with certain
groundwater remedial actions designed to keep the contaminants in the soil in well-defined
pieces of property. The concemn is the parts of the remedy that seem to address contaminants in
groundwater that migrate from property to property. Designating liability for those
contaminants, since the source is ill defined, resurrects the threat of community-wide litigation.

Response: The Illinois EPA has considered this comment and in response has modified the
leachate remediation goals for each source area to consider background concentrations coming
into each of the areas. “Background” concentrations for a source area are concentrations of
contaminants that are determined, using procedures defined in the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), to originate upgradient from a specific source. This means that if
upgradient groundwater (groundwater coming onto one’s property) were determined to be
contaminated, allowances would be made in accordance with RCRA to subtract these
concentrations from those found in downgradient groundwater when setting the remediation
goals for a source area. The origin of the contaminants coming into a source area does not have
to be determined in order to establish background.

11. Comment: The City comments that if a property owner is responsible for the leachate on
their property, how does one know the origin of the contaminants in the leachate? How does one
know the level of contaminants entering and leaving one’s property? Perhaps the contaminants
originated elsewhere. The consent decree signed by the City of Rockford and the U. S.
Government and the State of Illinois was meant to avoid the uncertainty about responsibility for
contaminated groundwater.




Response: See the response to comment #10. RCRA establishes the method for determining
the level of contaminants entering and leaving one’s property. In general, one or more
monitoring wells are placed upgradient from an area. Concentrations in groundwater samples
from those wells are compared to concentrations in groundwater collected from downgradient
wells. The difference in concentrations between the two wells 1s considered to originate on the

property.

12. Comment: Will landowners be required to clean up the groundwater to drinking water
standards even if the water entering their property violates these standards? If so, then the
uncertainty of liability, which the consent decree was designed to alleviate, is again an issue.

Response: See the response to comment #10. The City of Rockford and interested parties
should also consider the responsive letters from Illinois EPA (June 8, 2001) and U. S EPA (June
25, 2001) that offered specific reassurance concerning the above mentioned covenant and its
meaning. These letters are repeated in relevant part in the response to comment/question #85.

13. Comment: The City of Rockford comments that the term “leachate” was never used in its
discussions with the State of Illinois and the U. S. government in negotiating the consent decrees
between the parties. (See the discussions regarding the consent decree beginning on page 2.)
The City asks how the term “leachate” differs from “contaminated” or “highly contaminated”
groundwater. Is it something objectionable in the groundwater?

Response: The Illinois EPA defined “leachate” as source material that has moved, or could
potentially move, from a source area into groundwater in the vicinity of the four primary source
areas. Leachate consists of a high concentration of contaminants that have leached from the
source material into the surrounding groundwater. It is distinct from the surrounding
groundwater due to those relatively high concentrations and acts as a continuing source of
contamination to the surrounding, less contaminated groundwater.

14. Comment: The Source Control Proposed Plan is, on its face, inconsistent with the spirit,
intent, purpose and letter of both the 1995 Record of Decision and the ensuing 1998 Consent
Decree entered with respect to the Southeast Rockford Superfund Site. The “leachate” remedy is
inconsistent with the prior groundwater release granted by the earlier consent decree.

Response: The [llinois EPA’s position is that the groundwater remedy (natural attenuation),
specified in the 1995 Groundwater Record of Decision, was based on the clearly stated condition
that the major sources of groundwater contamination be controlled. The groundwater modeling,
which was the basis for projections about the movement of the contaminant plume and the time it
would take for natural attenuation to bring the groundwater into compliance with drinking water
standards, was based on source control. In effect, the 1995 Groundwater Record of Decision
mandates source control. The leachate remedies for the source areas are an important part of

source control.

The 1998 and 1999 consent decrees recognized the same distinction between the overall
groundwater remedy and the source control remedies delineated in the 1995 Groundwater
Record of Decision. The covenant not to sue covenant beneficiaries found in Section VIII of the



1999 Amended Consent Decree specifically excludes lability for “Reserved Source Containment
Response Action and Costs™ (Section VIII 9 and 10). “Reserved Source Containment Response
Action and Costs” 1s defined in Section IV as response actions and response costs (with interest)
to contain or control sources (with the exception of Source Area 7) of site-wide groundwater
contamination. These actions and costs are further described as those that contain or control
releases or threats of releases of hazardous substances from source areas. The leachate remedies
ident fied in the Source Control Record of Decision are within the definition of “Reserved

Source Containment Response Actions and Costs” as stated in the 1999 amended consent decree.

15. Comment: The Illinois EPA should delete the words “has migrated” from its definition of
“leachate”.

Response: The Illinois EPA disagrees with this comment. The central meaning of “leachate™
entails source material migrating into groundwater. If the source material does not “migrate”
into the groundwater, there would be no leachate.

16. Comment: Given that it is vitally important to the City of Rockford and Rockford area
businesses to fully understand the differences between “leachate” and *“‘contaminated
groundwater”, the Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA should provide clear definitions so that a clear
distinction can be made between the two terms.

Response: See response to comments #13 and #15.

Source Area 7

17. Comment: The Rockford Park District has two concerns: (1) that the structures needed for
the Area 7 remedy may become the target for vandalism and (2) that the presence of
contaminants in Area 7 and the construction and operation of the Area 7 remedy may interfere
with the use of Ekberg Park. Therefore, the Park District thinks that the best location for the
treatment building would be the northwest corner of the park. They request that the building be
constructed of precast concrete, concrete cinder block or brick. The Park District requests the
opportunity to review and approve the location and building materials to be used prior to the

bidding process.

Response: The Illinois EPA will work with the Rockford Park District and the Pine Manor
Association in determining the location of the treatment building and the type of construction
materials for the building. Since there are several different interests involved, the Illinois EPA
cannot guarantee approval rights to any one party but intends to work with both parties to reach
an agreement, if possible, that satisfies both, as well as satisfying the goal of an effective remedy.

18. Comment: The Pine Manor Association asks that the buildings necessary for the remedy be
located as far as possible from the park and all the homes in the neighborhood.

Response: See response to the previous comment.



19. Comment: The outside appearance of the buildings must be equal to the appearances of the
homes in the neighborhood.

Response: See response to previous comments.

20. Comment: The Pine Manor Neighborhood Association requests to see the final plan for all
aboveground construction necessary for the Area 7 remedy before the remedy is implemented.

Response: The Illinois EPA will show the plans for the above ground construction to leaders of
the Pine Manor Neighborhood Association before construction begins.

21. Comment: The Association requests that the existing monitoring wells be modified so they
are flush with the ground.

Response: The [llinois EPA will flush mount the existing monitoring wells that are located in
the park. The existing monitoring wells on Mr. Ekberg’s property will remain as is to lessen the
possibility that they may be damagea by heavy equipment that Mr. Ekberg is using.

22. Comment: The Association requests that all of the items (such as tennis courts, basketball
courts, playground area, grass area, and street) that are removed or damaged during construction
of the remedy be replaced to equal or better than it was at the beginning of construction.

Response: The lllinois EPA will do this.

23. Question: How will the property above the underground piping system be affected and how
will it be maintained? Will the aboveground property stay a field or can it be built upon?

Response: The property above the piping will remain a field and can be used as the field was
used. Buildings will not be allowed to be constructed on top of the piping. The Illinois EPA,

however, has worked with the Rockford Park District so that they could safely install the new
playground equipment that they had planned for the Ekberg Park.

24. Question: Who will own the property after the remedy 1s constructed, the Illinois EPA or
the current landowner?

Response: The current landowners will retain ownership of the property.
25. Comment: The emissions from the catalytic oxidation unit must be safe at all times.

Response: The Illinois EPA has carefully researched methods to ensure that emissions from the
catalytic oxidation unit are safe. The following are the measures that will be taken.

e The system will be outfitted with a catalyst module that breaks the volatile organic
compounds into carbon dioxide, water and hydrochloric acid.
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e The system will be outfitted with a scrubber that will neutralize and remove the hydrochloric
acid before emissions are released into the air.

e The system will be tested thoroughly in a proof-of-performance test before regular operations
begin. Emissions will be tested for site-related hazardous air pollutants, carbon monoxide,
total volatile organic compounds, dioxins and hydrochloric acid. For some of these
parameters, such as dioxins and hazardous air pollutants, samples of air emissions from the
stack will be collected and sent to a laboratory for analysis. The unit will be shut down until
laboratory results are available showing the emission standards are met.

e During the proof-of-performance test, the unit’s operating conditions, such as temperature of
the vapors entering and exiting the catalyst module and the flow rate, will be monitored

continuously.

¢ Durira regular operations, the same operating conditions, such as temperature and flow rate,
that were monitored during the proof-of-periormance test will be monitored in real time.
Real time monitoring means the monitoring results are available immediately. The unit’s
operating conditions during regular operations must meet the same operating conditions as
they did during a successful proof-of-performance test.

e The system will be equipped with a mechanism that will shut down the unit if it fails to meet
requirements. For example, if the control panel loses electrical power, if there is loss of
proper airflow or loss of flame, or if temperatures or fuel pressure are not in the required
ranges, the system will automatically shut down.

26. Comment: We are concerned that the emissions may not be tested often enough. What is
the safe and regular interval of testing? Weekly? Bi-weekly? Monthly?

Response: The operating conditions of the unit will be monitored continuously to make sure
they are within required ranges for successful destruction of the contaminants. The specific
testing schedule of the air emissions themselves will be determined during the design phase of
the project. Typically, emissions from this type of unit are tested once a week. The actual
schedule for this unit will be determined in consultation with the Ilinois EPA Bureau of Air.
Although no actual permit is required for the air emissions because the site is a federal Superfund
site, air emissions and schedules for testing air emissions will have to meet all federal and state

permit requirements.

27. Comment: Will the equipment have a safety shut down system? If anything goes wrong,
the system should shut down automatically.

Response: If the operation conditions are not in required ranges, the system feeding the vapors
into the unit will be shut down immediately.

28. Comment: The automatic shut down system should be tested on a regular basis. How often
will it be tested? Weekly? Biweekly? Monthly?
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Response: The automatic shut down system will be tested on a regular basis. The exact testing
schedule will be determined in the design phase in consultation with the Illinois EPA Bureau of

Air.

29. Comment: If the system shuts down, all emissions should be contained inside the building
instantly.

Response: When the unit shuts down, the system feeding the contaminant vapors into the
system will also immediately shut down so that there will be no more emissions from the unit.

30. Comment: We like the proposed remedy for Area 7. Could the Illinois EPA be mindful of
the children’s safety and do the construction in the early spring or early fall instead of the late
spring and summer when the children most use the park.

Response: The Illinois EPA is very concerned about the safety of children using the park as
well as others in the vicinity. The Illinois EPA prefers thai the remedy be construcied in early
spring or early fall but cannot make a commitment to timing. The Illinois EPA, however, does
commit that they and their contractor will take all precautions necessary to protect residents,
including children, during construction. Precautions could include fencing of the construction

area and spotters behind equipment that is backing up.

31. Comment: The landscaping on the outside of the building must be equal to the appearances
of the homes in the neighborhood.

Response: The Illinois EPA will do this.

32. Comment: Landscaping and the buildings must be maintained on a regular basis.

Response: The Illinois EPA will do this.

33. Comment: Locate all the aboveground equipment inside the building. No equipment or
barrels should be stored outside.

Response: Water and leachate will be collected in tanks prior to off-site disposal. All tanks and
other equipment will be stored inside the building.

34. Comment: The building should have a perimeter security system installed. The system
should be capable of notifying the Illinois EPA, the Rockford City Police Department, or the
Rockford Fire Department if need be. The building should have an 800 number to call in case of
trouble. This number should be posted clearly on the outside of the building.

Response: The building will be fenced and a security system, capable of notifying local
authorities will be installed. An 800 or local number that residents can call in case of emergency

will be posted on the building or fence.
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35. Comment: The sound level on the outside of the building should be set to a quiet
neighborhood standard.

Response: Except during construction, all equipment will be inside the building so the
operations should meet residential noise standards. During construction there will be the noise
that is normally connected with construction equipment, but no construction will take place at

night

Source Area 9/10

EVALUATION OF AREA 9/10 ALTERNATIVES

Area 9/10 Source Control Proposed Plan preferred leachate alternative (reactive barrier wall)

36. Comment: The underflow of untreated water beneath the reactive wall would likely exceed
Class I standards. Therefore, the reactive barrier wall alternative would fail to comply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), a threshold criterion, and would
not provide long-term effectiveness.

Response: The designed reactive barrier wall for Area 9/10 was the leachate alternative
designated as the preferred alternative in the Source Control Proposed Plan. Since the issuance
of the Source Control Proposed Plan, the Illinois EPA has gathered additional information about
the facility indicating that there were releases of jet fuel and other petroleum based materials on
the property. The Illinois EPA does not have documentation that these releases were adequately
remediated. Reactive barrier walls are not an appropriate technology to remedy these materials,
because the fuel tends to foul the wall rendering it less effective or ineffective. Therefore, the
Illinois EPA has chosen enhanced air sparging as a leachate remedy in Area 9/10. Enhanced air
sparging is alternative SCL-9/10E in the Source Control Feasibility Study. If results from
further data collection in Area 9/10 indicate the presence of free product or higher concentrations
of leachate than anticipated, a contingent remedy (leachate containment, collection and
treatment--SCL 9/10B) may be implemented in addition to the selected leachate remedy.

37. Comment: No evaluation has been presented comparing the cost and implementation of the
proposed groundwater remedial action for Area 9/10 to the already implemented monitored
natural attenuation.

Response: See response to comment #36, #38, #40 and #61. Also, it should be noted that the
Source Control Proposed Plan is not a groundwater remedial action but a source control remedial
action designed to prevent contaminants originating in Area 9/10 from migrating into the area-
wide groundwater. According to the modeling conducted for the 1995 groundwater remedy, the
sources of contamination must be controlled in order for the groundwater remedy, natural
attenuation, to work as projected.
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38. Comment: The Source Control Feasibility Study provides little or no design basis for the
reactive barrier wall remedy proposed for Area 9/10. None of the significant implementability
issues have been addressed or examined, as required by the sixth criterion, implementability.

Response: See the response to comment #36. In addition, implementation issues were
considered and reported during the development and preliminary screening of the remedial
alternatives. Geotechnical, utility and construction access concerns, especially construction
adjacent to city streets, were noted. It was further noted in the detailed evaluation that issues that
impact the implementability of this alternative do not impact other alternatives to the same

extent.

39. Comment: The Source Control Feasibility Study grossly underestimates the capital costs to
implement a reactive barrier wall at Area 9/10.

Response: See response to comment #36 and #61.

40. Comment: The Source Control Feasibility Study does not provide appropriate consideration
for the disruption, protection, or replacement of public or private infrastructure features.

Response: Sece the response to comment #36. In addition, the difficulties with implementation
of this alternative were noted as appropriate for the level of effort required for a feasibility study
where the technical and administrative feasibility and the availability of services and materials

were considered.

41. Comment: The construction method proposed for the vertical barrier wall may not be
feasible based on constructability issues such as excavation and area limitations. The analysis
presented in the Source Control Feasibility Study fails to satisfy the implementability criterion.

Response: See response to comment #36 and #38.

42. Comment: The proposed reactive portion of the barrier wall, as described, may not be
effective based on the improper sizing of the wall which would not allow for proper
dechlorination reactions to occur in order to reduce contaminants to the desired levels.

Response: See response to comment #36. In addition, the reactive barrier wall was designed, as
was each of the remedial alternatives, with the limited information available for Area 9/10.
Treatability testing would have been conducted to refine the cost estimate and design of the wall.

43. Comment: The City of Rockford is very concerned about the impacts construction of a
barrier wall will have on area utilities and transportation. Ninth Street is a major north-south
thoroughfare in the City of Rockford. A major public water main lies within its right-of-way.
The barrier wall alternative appears to have the most potential to affect basic service, and
therefore the most potential for unanticipated cost. Have public cost and inconvenience been

adequately addressed?

Response: See response to comment #36 regarding the change of the Area 9/10 leachate
remedy. In addition the Illinois EPA will consult with Joint Underground Locating Information
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for Excavators (JULIE) to make sure excavations will not disrupt underground utilities and with
the City of Rockford to minimize disruption of traffic and city services.

44. Comment: The City of Rockford agrees that the reactive barrier wall would be the most
efficient means of containment of a well-defined contamination plume. It appears that there is
less information available at this location than would be ideal to make a fully informed decision

on the remedy.

-

Response: See the response to comment #36.

45. Comment: The proposed location of the groundwater remedy is the Rockford Products
parking lot. Rockford Products has not authorized any activity at the parking lot other than those
investigative activities that have been completed and the continued presence of monitoring well
MW 201. Rockford Products comments that the implementation of the groundwater remedial
action would amount to a government taking of the parking lot.

Response: See the response to comment #36.

46. Comment: Based on the previous comments, the proposed groundwater remedial action
(reactive barrier wall) with its long-term deprivation of the use of the parking lot by Rockford
Products cannot be justified on the grounds that it is necessary for the overall groundwater

remedy.

Response: See response to comment #36 regarding the change of the Area 9/10 leachate remedy
from the reactive barrier wall to enhanced air sparging. Regarding the necessity of “groundwater
remedial action” for the overall groundwater remedy, the distinction must be made between the
leachate remedy for Area 9/10 which is a source conirol remedy and the decision on the overall
groundwater remedy which was made in 1995. See the response to comment #14 for more
information about the relationship between these two remedies.

47. Question: How will the barrier wall proposed for the leachate remedy be keyed into the
bedrock?

Response: This question is a moot question. See response to the comment #36.

48. Comment: It is expected that the iron filings would have to be rejuvenated about every 10
years thus depriving the owners the use of the parking lot where the wall is proposed to be
constructed. (Rejuvenation consists of air sparging; that is, forcing a jet of air into the wall so
that the air knocks the rust off the filings and thus rejuvenates them.)

Response: See the response to comment #36.

49. Comment: Would a pump and treat system with air sparging prove more flexible in design
and more adaptable to changing conditions than the barrier wall proposed for the leachate
remedy?
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Response: See the response to comment #36.

50. Comment: Rockford Products believes their comments require retractions of and/or
modifications of statements made to justify the proposed groundwater remedial action. They
state that additional analysis and re-evaluation of the proposed groundwater remedial action is
needed to include full consideration of factors not completely or properly accounted for.

Response: See responses to previous comments in this section.

Area 9/10 leachate remedy in general

51. Comment: The Illinois EPA did not propose an active leachate remedial response
alternative for Area 11 based on the use of fate and transport modeling. If the same analysis is
applied to Area 9/10, the same conclusion should be reached.

Response: The Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA proposed and are choosing soil vapor extraction with
treatment of vapors by catalytic oxidation for Area 9/10 and Area 11 soils. The proposed and
chosen Area 11 leachate remedy is “No Action”, because the contaminant plume in Area 11 is
very different from the plume in Area 9/10 due to the high levels of aromatic compounds
ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene. These compounds greatly enhance the degradation of the
chlorinated compounds that may be present in the plume. Additionally, it is well documented in
the literature published on the subject of degradation of organic compounds that plumes
containing aromatic compounds degrade more rapidly resulting in short plumes, especially in the
presence of sufficient oxygen such as would be found in the subsurface in Area 11. Areas 9/10
and Area 11 do not have similar contaminant plumes, so the statement that modeling conducted
for Area 9/10 would yield similar results as those for Area 11 is without basis.

52. Comment: The Source Control Feasibility Study failed to define the groundwater
management zone (GMZ) for Area 9/10 as a three dimensional region.

Response: The GMZ boundaries outlined in the Source Control Proposed Plan were conceptual.
The final three-dimensional GMZ boundaries will be established during the design phase of the

project.

53. Comment: The Illinois EPA has not demonstrated that the proposed groundwater remedial
action for Area 9/10 will be more effective than monitored natural attenuation in eliminating or
reducing human risk. In fact, monitored natural attenuation is the proposed remedy for Area 11.

Response: The Illinois EPA is not choosing a "groundwater" remedial action for Area 9/10 in
this record of decision. The site-wide groundwater remedy was designated in the 1995
Groundwater Record of Decision. This record of decision deals with the control of the four
major sources of contamination that was mandated in the 1995 Groundwater Record of Decision.
Source removal is necessary for natural attenuation to work within the 205 years projected by the
1995 Groundwater Record of Decision.

54. Comment: Assuming a half life of 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) of ten years (which is higher
than published values), the 12,000 parts per billion of TCA found in MW 201 would degrade
naturally in 60 years which is much sooner than the estimated 205 years allowed for the



implementation of the groundwater remedy in the 1995 Record of Decision. Using the more
realistic figure of five years for a half-life for TCA, the 12,000 parts per billion in MW 201
would be reduced to the goal of 200 parts per billion in less than 30 years, which is less than the
30 plus years predicted for the proposed groundwater remedy for Area 9/10.

Response: See response to Comment #81 regarding the solubility of TCA and the likelihood
that T"A at concentrations of 12,000 parts per billion in groundwater indicate the presence of
non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL). The term “NAPL” is applied to concentrations of chemicals
greater than the solubility of the chemicals in water. When chemicals are present at such high
concentrations, they no longer easily dissolve in water but are present as free product. TCA at
these high concentrations would need to enter the dissolved phase before it could degrade
naturally, so the length of half-life that the commenter gives for TCA is not applicable. Half-life
only applies to TCA at lower concentrations in the dissolved phase.

55. Comment: The groundwater data presented in the Administrative Record indicate that it
will be technically impracticable to achieve Class I standards at the groundwater management
zone boundaries. The Source Control Feasibility Study fails to provide sufficient information to
adequately satisfy the second threshold criterion, compliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs). ARARs are federal, state and local laws and requirements
with which the remedy must comply.

Response: The concern evidently expressed in this comment is that upgradient groundwater
(water flowing into Area 9/10) may exceed Class I groundwater standards (drinking water
standards) making it difficult to meet these standards downgradient from Area 9/10 even after
contamination originating in Area 9/10 has been removed or controlled. Illinois groundwater
regulations (IL Adm. Code 620) and the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) provide for the consideration of background (upgradient) groundwater contamination
when setting remediation goals at the downgradient groundwater management zone boundary.
This means that although the Area 9/10 remediation goal has been set as drinking water
standards (Class I groundwater standards), that if it is demonstrated .hat water coming into Area
9/10 (or the other three source areas) exceeds these standards, allowances would be made in
accordance with RCRA and Illinois groundwater regulations to consider these exceedances when
setting the remediation goals downgradient of the source area. Since these allowances would be
made in accordance with state and federal laws and regulations, they would meet ARARs.

56. Comment: The goal of Operable Unit 3 is to control sources of contamination that would
continue to degrade site-wide groundwater. Since the limited available soils data for Area 9/10
indicate that hazardous substances are present at levels below concentrations that would continue
to migrate to groundwater, no leachate remedy should be required for Area 9/10.

Response: See responses to previous comments and questions.

Area 9/10 Soil Remedy

57. Comment: The operation and maintenance cost for the Soil Vapor Extraction remedy is
inappropriately based on the operational life of the system.
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Response: It is acknowledged that a soil vapor extraction system would probably not be
implemented for the 30 years specified in the Source Control Feasibility Study. However, given
the uncertainties and lack of data for Area 9/10, the soil vapor extraction costs were based on an
assumption that the system would operate for 30 years, because 30 years is the time required by
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act for post-closure care of waste left in place.

58. Comment: The Administrative Record does not support a determination that the risks posed
by soils at Area 9/10 warrant a remedial response. The analysis fails to satisfy the first threshold
criterion, an evaluation of the remedy’s ability to provide overall protection of human health and

the environment.

Response: As previously mentioned, since Sundstrand (now Hamilton Sundstrand) limited
[llinois EPA access to the site, the soil data did not represent many locations where file data
indicate sources of contamination may be located and where the highest concentrations of soil
contaminants may be found. That file data were related to actions that Sundstrand had begun
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and so were not entered into the
Administrative Record for this project, which is being conducted under a different program, the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) known as
the Superfund Act. The Administrative Record at the time of the Source Control Proposed Plan
did contain, however, results from one downgradient monitoring well, MW 201 (original
location), with levels of VOC contamination that exceeded the soil saturation limit. Since
upgradient wells had much lower levels, the Illinois EPA concluded that the soil on the Hamilton
Sundstrand property in Area 9/10 must contain extremely high concentrations of VOCs to the
extent that they would leach into the groundwater at the levels found in MW 201 (original

location).

The Illinois EPA is now adding to the project Administrative Record File the information about
the RCRA action begun by Sundstrand. This information is pertinent to knowledge of the site,
and therefore, ultimately, to CERCLA decisions made concerning the site. This RCRA
information includes documentation of high levels of VOCs on Hamilton Sundstrand’s property,
confirming the conclusion Illinois EPA had reached based on data from monitoring well MW
201 (original location). The Illinois EPA is also adding information to the Administrative
Record File from the Illinois EPA’s Leaking Underground Storage Tank files regarding reports
of releases and tank removals by Sundstrand.

General comments about Area 9/10 remedies

59. Question: What was the basis for choosing the proposed alternatives for Area 9/10?

Response: The federal law requires proposed remedies to be evaluated using nine criteria: (1)
overall protection of human health and the environment, (2) compliance with relevant state and
federal laws and regulations, (3) long-term effectiveness and permanence, (4) reduction of
toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants through treatment, (5) short-term effectiveness, (6)
implementability, (7) cost, (8) state acceptance and (9) community acceptance. The first two
criteria are called threshold critena, because all remedies must meet these two criteria. The next
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five criteria are called balancing criteria, because the characteristics that meet these criterta may
be balanced or weighed against one another. The last two are called modifying criteria. These
criteria allow for the modification of the proposed plan in response to State or community

concems.

The State of Illinois had accepted the Source Control Proposed Plan when it was submitted for
public comment. The community was given an opportunity to comment on the proposed plan
during the public comment period. The plan as originally proposed was modified in response to
community comments, and these modifications are reflected in this responsiveness summary and
documented in the Source Control Record of Decision, which is supported by the U.S. EPA and

the Illinois EPA.

60. Question: What other alternatives were evaluated for Area 9/10?

Response: Three soil alternatives were evaluated for Area 9/10: (1) no action, (2), institutional
controls and (3) soil vapor extraction and treatment of vapors by granular activated carbon. Five
leachate alternatives were evaluated for Area 9/10: (1) no action, (2) groundwater monitoring
and leachate containment/collection and treatment by air stripping, (3) air sparging (in
conjunction with soil vapor extraction for the soil remedy), (4) reactive barrier wall and (5)
enhanced air sparging (leachate alternative #3 plus additional air sparging wells installed in the
most highly contaminated portions of Area 9/10).

61. Comment: The cost estimates provided for the remedial response alternatives proposed for
Area 9/10 do not appear to be accurate. The analysis fails to satisfy the requirements of the
seventh National Contingency Plan (Superfund regulations) criterion, which is cost.

Response: The typical feasibility study cost estimates are expected to provide an accuracy of
+50 percent to -30 percent and are prepared using available data. The costs were developed for
each of the remedial altemnatives based on similar assumptions. They are provided as a basis for
comparison of the remedial alternatives. The costs were prepared as specified in the guidance
for conducting feasibility studies.

62. Comment: The Source Control Feasibility Study fails to adequately evaluate the proposed
remedial response alternatives against the nine National Contingency Plan cnitena. The nine-
criteria evaluation is neither sufficiently detailed nor accurate enough to support remedy
selection.

Response: As previously stated, limited data were collected in Area 9/10 due to access
restrictions imposed by the property owner and the presence of utilities. Given that, remedial
alternatives were developed from data that were available at that time. The data suggested that
elevated levels of chlorinated volatile organic compounds were present in Area 9/10. The
remedial alternatives developed are known processes for addressing the contaminants found.

" The remedial alternatives were then evaluated against the nine criteria specified in the National
Contingency Plan. Although it was not practicable to predict the time required to achieve the
remediation goals (cleanup objectives) with the data available, an overall evaluation of
protection of human health and the environment and compliance with applicable or relevant and



appropriate state and federal requirements was provided in sufficient detail to support remedy
selection.

63. Comment: The Administrative Record does not provide any information that would indicate
that a remedial response action at Area 9/10 would eliminate, reduce or control human health
threats posed by area groundwater in Southeast Rockford. The Source Control Feasibility Study
fails to provide sufficient information to adequately satisfy this first threshold criterion.

Response: The Illinois EPA has demonstrated that the response actions are necessary to protect
human health and the environment. See response to Comment #4.

ADEQUACY OF AREA 9/10 CHARACTERIZATION

64. Comment: The fact that Illinois EPA reports in the Source Control Feasibility Study and the
Source Control Proposed Plan that there is either a lack of data or there is a need for additional
data from Area 9/10 prior to implementation of a remedy means that the Administrative Record
does not support a conclusion that Area 9/10 has been adequately characterized, as required
under the National Contingency Plan, and does not support selection of a remedy at this juncture.
Not only are the current data incomplete, data that are available contradict Illinois EPA’s

findings.

Response: The National Contingency Plan, 40 CFR 300.430(d), states that the purpose of the
remedial investigation is to “collect data necessary to adequately characterize the site for
purposes of developing and evaluating effective remedial alternatives.” The Southeast Rockford
Groundwater Contamination Site is defined by the extent of groundwater contamination with
concentrations of total volatile organic compounds above 10 parts per billion. The Illinois EPA
defined and characterized the site through a multi-phased remedial investigation based upon
Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA approved work plans. Area 9/10 falls within the site boundaries as
defined and characterized and is not considered a separate site.

The National Contingency Plan further specifies that the remedial investigation provide
information to assess the risks to human health and the environment and to support the
development, evaluation and selection of appropriate response alternatives. The data collected
during the groundwater and the source control operable units were used to conduct a risk
assessment that accurately and effectively evaluated risks to human health and the environment
from not only the site-wide groundwater, but also from each of the source areas.

As mentioned in the Source Control Proposed Plan, data regarding risks from Area 9/10 were not
as detailed as data from other areas. Sundstrand (now Hamilton Sundstrand) limited Illinois
EPA access to their property so that the Agency was not able to collect additional data where file
information indicated potential sources of contamination might be located. Nevertheless, there
are sufficient data from soil gas survey and groundwater monitoring well results (both upgradient
and downgradient of Area 9/10) complemented by information from Illinois EPA’s files
regarding past handling practices and possible releases of contaminants on the property, to
support the selection of the soil and leachate remedies for Area 9/10.
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The need for the Area 9/10 soil remedy was based upon the U.S. EPA presumptive remedy
process. The U.S. EPA has developed presumptive remedies for some contaminants that are
commonly found at hazardous waste sites and with which they have extensive experience in
successfully implementing remedies. VOCs are one class of these contaminants. U.S. EPA has
designated soil vapor extraction as the presumptive remedy for VOCs in soil. The Illinois EPA
followed U.S. EPA guidance on presumptive remedies in determining that the presumptive
rermedy for VOCs in soil, soil vapor extraction, is appropriate for the Area 9/10 soil remedy.

The need for the Area 9/10 leachate remedy is documented in the Source Control Record of
Decision and is supported by results from a monitoring well downgradient of Area 9/10 showing
1,000 times higher contaminant concentrations than the upgradient monitoring well. Illinois
EPA files show that contaminants of concern, which include VOCs, exist at concentrations that
pose a risk of contaminating groundwater above the Class I Groundwater Standards.

65. Comment: Given the lack of adequate site characterization and the inherent complexities
and liabilities associated with the construction of the proposed remedy for Area 9/10, United
Technologies Company/Hamilton Sundstrand (UTC/HS) cannot agree to implement the remedy
without further study and analysis. Therefore, UTC/HS requests that the Agencies defer remedy
selection for Area 9/10 until these critical issues are resolved.

Response: It is true that the Illinois EPA would have preferred to collect more data from Source
Area 9/10, but Sundstrand (later to become Hamilton Sundstrand whose parent company is
United Technologies), limited the Illinois EPA's access to the site and additional data collection
was not possible. Nevertheless, the data that were collected indicate substantial contamination on
the Hamilton Sundstrand property and are sufficient to choose a soil and a leachate remedy for
the site. Illinois EPA files show that contaminants of concern, which include VOCs, exist at
concentrations that pose a risk of contaminating groundwater above the Class I Groundwater

Standards.

66. Commert: Given the ne=d for additional site characterization and remedy evaluation,
UTC/HS is prepared and willing to conduct additional site characterization activities in close
coordination and cooperation with the Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA, within the limitations dictated
by operational and safety considerations at Area 9/10. These activities would focus on resolving
the site characterization, analysis and feasibility study issues, including a mutual effort to resolve
the outstanding regulatory issues. In addition, UTC/HS is willing to undertake soil remediation
at the Outdoor Storage Area after the completion of the necessary characterization and pre-

design studies.

UTC/HS shares the Agencies’ commitment to protect human health and the environment.
Towards that end, UTC/HS will commit to an immediate, responsible dialog with the Agencies
to assist in moving forward to a consensus.

Response: The [llinois EPA appreciates UTC/HS’s offer to conduct activities in cooperation
with the Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA. The appropriate procedure for coming to agreement about
the nature of these activities is through negotiations.
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Further, pursuant to Fall 2001 discussions between and lllinois EPA, and UTC/HS, it is
understood that a specific Remedial Design (RD) for Area 9/10 will be approached, initially,
through cooperative use of the Superfund Administrative process.

IMPACT OF UPGRADIENT GROUNDWATER ON AREA 9/10

67. Comment: Given that the upgradient groundwater exceeds Class I standards and continues
to flow through Area 9/10, no remedial alternatives contemplated for Area 9/10 could meet Class

I standards.

Response: See response to Comment #10. According to the Illinois groundwater regulations
(35 IL Adm. Code 620), groundwater upgradient of a source (in this case Source Area 9/10)
would not be considered to be the result of contamination originating in Source Area 9/10.
Upgradient concentrations are taken into consideration when determining the contamination

originating on a property.

68. Comment: Based on the proximity of Area 9/10 and Area 11, characterization of potential
migration of contaminants between the two areas was not fully considered with respect to the
“masking” of chlorinated VOCs within Area 11.

Response: Illinois EPA information shows that activities conducted at Area 11 were primarily
painting and varnishing, activities that at the time of use did not involve the use of chlorinated
solvents. In addition, the wells upgradient of Area 9/10 showed lower concentrations of
chlorinated VOCs coming into the area compared to the concentrations of VOCs exiting the area.
See the response to the previous comment regarding setting remediation goals for leachate
leaving Area 9/10.

69. Comment: Data show that groundwater upgradient of Area 4, 9/10 and 11 exceeding Class I
standards (public drinking water supply standards) is moving into and impacting groundwater in
those three areas. A map entitled Figure 8 “Groundwater Sample Locations Exceeding Class |
Standards Nov/Dec 2000 is submitted by the commenter in support of this conclusion. (The
map is available at the repositories and is part of Hamilton-Sundstrand’s comments).

Response: Figure 8 submitted as a public comment has incorrect information regarding bedrock
sampling locations. The wells indicated by the key at the bottom of the map to be bedrock wells
are in fact a mixture of bedrock and overburden wells. For example MW 201, MW 202 and MW
203 are not bedrock wells although they have been labeled as such. These three are overburden
wells. MW201 was screened just below the water table in order to provide a good indication of
contamination potentially entering the groundwater from the surface or near surface. Although
some contamination may be moving into Area 9/10, the 1,000 fold increase detected between
wells upgradient and downgradient from Area 9/10 supports the Illinois EPA’s conclusion that
Area 9/10 is a major source of groundwater contamination in the Southeast Rockford
Groundwater Contamination Superfund project.

70. Comment: Since Area 7 is a source of contamination in both the unconsolidated (sand and

gravel) and consolidated (bedrock) aquifers, the proposed response actions for Area 9/10 will not
materially improve deep groundwater conditions such that the aquifer could support unrestricted
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use. A map entitled Figure 9 “Bedrock Aquifer Sample Locations Exceeding Class I Standards
Nov/Dec 2000" is submitted to support this conclusion.

Response: It should be noted that currently there are no bedrock wells in Area 9/10 to measure
bedrock contamination, if any, in Area 9/10. It should also be noted that the Area 9/10 remedies
are not designed to materially improve deep groundwater in the 9/10 area. They are designed to
control the sources within Area 9/10 to prevent further release of contaminants from Area 9/10 to
the aquifer, thus allowing the site-wide groundwater remedy to work more effectively. Based on
current data, the Illinois EPA agrees that contamination found in deep bedrock east of Area 9/10
may be due to releases from Area 7, but Figure 9 submitted by the commenter is incorrect. It
should be noted that MW 130 is not a bedrock well. Additionally, it is extremely important to
note that while MW113, MW101, MW102, and MW 133 are screened in the dolomite bedrock
aquifer, MW114 B is not. MW 114B is located south and east of Area 9/11 and is screened in
the St. Peter sandstone aquifer. Additionally, please refer to Figure 4-32 of the groundwater
investigation report (CDM January 1995) for a cross section illustration of the Area 7
groundwa.er plume moving downgradient. Based on data collected during the groundwater
investigation, the sandstone and dolomite aquifers do not appear to be hydraulically connected
east of 20" street. Therefore the contamination from Area 7 would be hindered from migrating
downward into the sandstone in the vicinity of the Source Area 7. So MW 114A, whichis a
shallow overburden well in the same location as MW 114B, would be expected to be more
contaminated than the bedrock well (MW 114B) due to the confining layer that protects the
sandstone aquifer east of 20™ Street. The test results of groundwater from these two wells
confirm this assumption. See the map on the last page showing the approximate locations of

these monitoring wells.

71. Comment: According to the Source Control Proposed Plan, groundwater leaving the
groundwater management zone for Area 9/10 is required to meet drinking water standards
whereas the groundwater leaving Area 11, while monitored, is not required to meet the same
standards. Area 11 is in the same general vicinity as, and upgradient from, Area 9/10. This
means that at points downgradient of both Area 9/10 and Area 11, there will be concentrations of
trichloroethylene (TCE) that will have met the goal, while there will also be concentrations that
have not. The Illinois EPA has not given a justification for allowing this discrepancy.

Response: According to the modeling, the groundwater leaving Source Area 11 will meet
drinking water standards. The water will be monitored to see if the modeling is accurate. Ifthe
modeling is not accurate, then the leachate remedy will be reevaluated to see if it needs to be

modified or changed.

THE CORRELATION BETWEEN SOIL GAS SAMPLES AND
SOIL BORINGS IN AREA 9/10

72. Comment: The soil gas iso-concentration maps may not provide an accurate representation
of the soil gas concentrations within Area 9/10 due to significant data gaps.

Response: The iso-concentration maps provided in the report on the Illinois EPA focused

remedial investigation are a best estimate, based on technical expertise and site knowledge, of
the soil gas concentrations in the vicinity of the commenter’s facility (Hamilton Sundstrand).
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While soil gas concentrations beneath the plant may not have been confirmed through soil testing
during the focused remedial investigation, new file information now available helps to confirm
the hypothesis that VOC releases have occurred on facility property. See the response to

comment #36.

73. Comment: There is little to no correlation between the soil gas data and the soil sample
analysis for Area 9/10.

Response: The Illinois EPA acknowledges that there is little correlation between soil gas
sample data and soil boring data collected for Area 9/10. However, the concentrations of VOCs
in the soil gas in the vicinity of the facility, particularly in the downgradient direction and along
utility conduits, still indicate the potential for a VOC source within the Hamilton Sundstrand
facility. Unfortunately, soil sample collection was prohibited within much of the facility because
of limitation on access, and remedial sampling activities did not pinpoint the actual VOC source
location(s). New file data greatly assist with the confirmation of the location of sources of VOC
releases within the facility. See also response to comment #36.

It should also be noted that significant VOC sources within soil are difficult to locate within
sandy soils and that soil gas often migrates well beyond the immediate source area. Without
extensive sampling efforts, it is impossible to rule out soil sources of VOCs.

74. Comment: The discussions about soil gas sampling in the Source Control Remedial
Investigation Report, the Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan leave the incorrect impression
that VOCs detected in soil gas measured at Rockford Products Plant 1 and the Rockford Products
parking lot are due to contaminated soil on the Rockford Product Plant 1 property and parking
lot. Soil boring results show that VOCs are essentially at non-detectable levels at these two
locations, clearly showing that the VOCs in the soil gas migrated from the groundwater and not
from nearby contaminated soil. Speculations and generalizations about the source of soil gas
elevations should be removed or specifically qualified with clear statements that they are not
supported by the available technical evidence. Rockford Products believes their comments
require retractions of and/or modifications of statements made about Plant 1 and the parking lot.

Response: The [llinois EPA’s position is that statements in the Source Control Remedial
Investigation Report, Source Control Feasibility Study and Source Control Proposed Plan give
clear interpretations of the data available in Area 9/10 including discussions about the limitations
of the data. Based on current information, the Illinois EPA does not think that there are major
sources of contamination in the Rockford Products Plant 1 property or parking lot contributing to
the overall groundwater contamination of the Southeast Rockford Groundwater Contamination

Superfund project area.

75. Comment: The same comment holds true for samples of three soil borings in the north end
of the parking lot that show no significant detections of chlorinated VOCs, benzene,
ethylbenzene, toluene or xylene. Speculations and generalizations about the source of soil gas
elevations should be removed or specifically qualified with clear statements that they are not
supported by the available technical evidence.

Response: See response to the previous comment.
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COMPARISON OF PAST AND PRESENT DATA IN AREA 9/10

76. Comment: The data collected by the Illinois EPA, which is the basis for the Source Control
Proposed Plan, were collected primarily in 1995 and 1996. More recent data collected by the
City of Rockford under the terms of the consent decree indicate significant differences in the
concentrations and distribution of groundwater impacts throughout the study area. The new data
inuic-te that the characterization presented in the Administrative Record does not represent

current conditions.

Response: The Illinois EPA assumes that the recent monitoring data being referred to in this
comment are groundwater data only since the City of Rockford is not gathering soil data. With
that understanding, the Illinois EPA acknowledges that data from 1995 and 1996 may not
compare exactly to current conditions. The Illinois EPA also expects that the dynamics of the
groundwater contamination plume will change over time as the contaminants migrate through the
subsurface. The reasons for these changes could be due to many different external factors such
as precipitation events, groundwater flow directions, contaminant source locations and
contaminant source concentrations. However, the Illinois EPA’s position is that the commenter
has not provided any new data documenting significant changes between the groundwater
conditions in 1995 and 1996 and the present. The two groundwater contaminant plume maps
provided by the commenter (entitled “Figure 5 Total VOC Concentrations in Groundwater 1995
ROD Data” and “Figure 7 Total VOC Concentrations in Groundwater 2000 Sample Data’)
cannot be directly compared because the same wells were not used to prepare Figure 5 and

Figure 7. For example:

e Eight new wells installed after the preparation of Figure 5 are included on Figure 7,

e MW 201, which was placed hydraulically downgradient of a suspected source in Area
9/10, is shown in its original location in Figure 5 and in a different location in Figure 7.
Monitoring well MW 201 was destroyed and moved to a new location approximately 50
feet north of the original location. The original location of MW 201 was surveyed and
coordinates are available in the 1995 Groundwater Remedial Investigation Report
appendices. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requires that any
monitoring well replacement be installed within 10 feet of the original location. Moving
the well 50 feet from its original location in a very transmissive aquifer has likely
resulted in a monitoring point that is in a different zone of the contaminant plume. This
conclusion is justified based on a review of the data collected by Illinois EPA during the
Groundwater and Source Control Remedial Investigations and by the City of Rockford as
required by the 1998 Amended Consent Decree. It is the opinion of the Illinois EPA that
the current location of MW 201 does not constitute a replacement for the original
MW 201 but provides a different monitoring point. This new location, shown on Figure
7, is potentially side gradient to the suspected source area. A monitoring well log and
surveyed coordinates should be provided for this new well, and an adequate justification
for moving the well to its present location should be given. At this time, the groundwater
data from the original MW 201 and the newly installed MW 201 are not directly
comparable. Therefore, while the current groundwater sampling results can be evaluated
regarding current conditions, there is a data gap in the vicinity of the original MW 201.
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e It is evident that upon comparison of data from other wells in Area 9/10, that contaminant
concentrations have changed over time, some decreasing, some increasing. However,
none of the changes are of the same magnitude as that observed between the original MW
201 data and the data from the current MW 201 location. Since the two maps provided
by the commenter show different wells with different locations, one would expect the two
maps to show different concentrations and distribution of contaminants. These
differences do not necessarily document a change in groundwater conditions over time.

77. Comment: Modeling the expected migration of compounds recently detected in MW 201
indicates that Class I standards would be achieved within the proposed groundwater management
zone boundary without any further remedial action.

Response: See the response to the previous comment regarding lack of current data from the
original location of monitoring well MW 201 and the inappropriateness of comparing data from
the original monitoring well MW 201 location with data from the current monitoring well

MW 201 location.

78. Comment: The Illinois EPA used data collected after the initial field investigation efforts in
1995 and 1996 